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¢ CURRENT TOPICS, 
| Diseuierinc xvyours were prevalent at Lincoln’s-inn on 


Wednesday as to Mr. Justice Romer, who has had a sharp | a 
| doubt judges w 


of pneumonia, and was stated to have had a very bad 

bigh e were glad to learn, however, on Thursday that the 

earned judge had passed a better night, and that the symptoms 
Ste considered generally favourable. The date of his resum- 
p his sittings in court is necessarily indefinitely postponed. 





by them. 


Tue assENce of Lord Justice Bowen, who, we regret to 
learn, is laid up in consequence of leaving his house too soon 
after his illness, has di the plans of the two Courts of 
Appeal. Court of Appeal No. 2 has finished its interlocutory 
list, and it was understood would take up final appeals from 
the Lancaster Court on Friday, together with some Queen’s 
Bench final appeals, if the Lord Chancellor was able to attend, 


as was expected. 


Tux notice PAPER for last week’s meeting of the Incorporated 
Law Society did not give any great promise of interesting dis- 
cussion.. There were, it is true, important motions by Mr. V. I. 
CHAMBERLAIN on the Middlesex Registry, and by Mr. Munron 
on our legal system; and the question of the lectures and 
classes at the Law Institution was touched by another motion 
by Mr. Munron ; but with these exceptions, the paper consisted 
of questions and motions prepared by Mr. Cuartes Forp—on 
this occasion numbering no less than seven. The prospect of 
an afternoon spent in listening to this orator rapidly developing 
his grievances while slowly rotating on his axis, sometimes 
facing the chairman and sometimes presenting his back to the 
council he denounces, was not exhilarating, and few of those 
who intended to be present could have expected the meetin 
to prove one of the best ever held in the society’s hall 
Yet so it proved. There was more animated discussion 
and clever debate, more expression of opinion by men whose 
opinion is worth hearing, more real, solid argument than 
we ever remember. Even the council were effectually drawn 
out of their shells; and the way in which they tackled the 
various questions propounded shewed how great would be the 
benefit if they would less frequently play the part of the hermit 
crab. The event of the meeting was Mr. Ex.err’s masterly 
= on the justices’ clerks’ question. On this subject 

. Forp had obtained probably unexpected support ; not very 
many of the members present knew very much about it, but 
there was a general impression that on the face of the matter 
there was a theoretical anomaly which ought to be remedied. 
The result of Mr. Exterr’s address—which, as we have no 

ersonal acquaintance with the speaker, we may be considered 
impartial in describing as worthy of the House of Commons 
in its best days—was to absolutely and completely turn round 
the meeting to his view. But the greater part of the speaking 
was sensible and pointed, and one can say of the meeting, as a 
whole, that it was worthy of the society. 








Mr. E. K. Bryra, in his excellent speech at the recent meet- 
ing on the reform of legal procedure, expressed an opinion that 
the judges could not remedy matters by themselves ; they were 
not the most competent men to decide what was wanted. That 
is a truth which the system introduced by the Judicature Acts has 
brought home to all of us. But it may possibly become a ques- 
tion whether the judges think that there are any defects which 
need remedying. Mr. Justice Day, for one, apparently does not 


233 | consider that there is any reason in the cry about legal delays, so 


far, at all events, as the judges areconcerned. He is reported to 
have said, at the London sittings last week, that the mo ger 
for cases in the list to stand over illustrated ‘the futility of the 
silly agitation as to alleged legal delays and denial of justice to 
suitors. The courts were open, judges ready, and juries ready, 
and then in one-fifth of the cases on the list the parties them- 
selves applied that their cases might not be called on.” And Mr. 


25 | Justice GRANTHAM is stated to have expressed himself somewhat 


to the same effect. When learned judges deliberately shut 


223 | their eyes in this way to the abandonment of the courts by 


City of London suitors, to the evidence of the Hilary cause 
lists, and to the statements in the letter of their own chief, 
there is no great hope of any effectual remedy being supported 
Making full allowance for the annoying circum- 
stances under which Mr. Justice Day spoke, the tone of his 
observations appears to shew that, although there are no 

i are in earnest on the subject of legal reform, 
there are others who consider the present judicial arrangements 
perfect. 





Mr. Czartes Forp obligingly afforded so admirable an ad- 
15 
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vertisement to the Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited) 
that the advertisements in the publications of the Incorporated 
Law Society, to which his motion at the recent meeting referred, 
will probably become altogether unnecessary. We have no 
great sympathy with the extra-professional societies of various 
kinds in which London solicitors have of late years so largely 
embarked. It has always appeared to us that there is some 
risk of some of these societies, managed by solicitors, having 
interests opposed to those of the profession at large, and of the 
managers being embarrassed between their duty to the society 
and their duty to the profession. At the same time we are fully 
aware of the reasons which may be urged in favour of solicitors 
combining to secure a class of business which would otherwise 
drift away from the profession. Even as to the trustee com- 
panies, it is infinitely better, if trust business is to be taken out 
of the hands of private trustees, that it should find its way to a 
lawyer trustee company than into the hands of a public trustee 
or a commercial trustee company. But in principle a legal co- 
operative society for law stationery does not appear to be open 
to objection; and the London agents, after the decision in the 
House of Lords in favour of the law stationers, naturally enough 
consider that the only course open to them is to carry the war 
in this way into the enemy’s country. We do not envy, how- 
ever, the responsibility incurred by the directors and officers of 
the Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society. It will be seen from our 
report of the recent meeting that a respected member of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society has undertaken to go | 
home and shoot himself if anything should occur in connection | 
with the new society amounting to practising as solicitors by 
unqualified persons. At least, this is our interpretation of the 
pledge. 








THE WHOLE scneEME of the Intestates’ Estates Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vict. c. 29), shews that it was intended to apply only to cases of | 
total intestacy, and so Cutty, J., has decided in the case of 
Twigg v. Black (reported elsewhere). By section 1 the real and 
personal c:tate of every man “who shall die intestate ” after | 
the Ist of September, 1890, leaving a widow but no issue, are | 
to belong to the widow absolutely whenever the net value of 
such real and personal estates does not exceed £500, and when | 
the value does exceed this limit, the widow is to have a charge 


for that sum upon the whole of the real and personal estates. | 
Of course, the phrase ‘‘who shall die intestate” is practically | 
the same as “‘any person dying intestate” in section 3 of the | 
Statute of Distributions (22 & 23 Car. 2, c. 10), and there, as | 
was said by Lord Expoy, C., in Zwisden v. Twisden (9 Ves., at | 
p. 425), ‘‘it means, not a person making no will, but a person 
dying intestate as to the subject to be distributed by the | 
statute.”” But the objects of the two statutes are quite distinct. 
The Statute of Distributions secures the due distribution of 
either the whole or any part of the estate of a deceased person 
according as he has died either wholly or partially intestate. 
In either case there is exactly the same reason for applying its 
provisions. But the Intestates’ Estates Act contemplates the 
case of a person who, by dying without a will, has failed to 
make due provision for his widow. As against next of kin other 
than issue of the intestate, the Statute of Distributions, especially 
in the case of small estates, does not adequately supply this | 
omission, and hence she now takes either the whole estate, or at | 
least £500, in addition to her ordinary statutory share in the | 
residue. The phrase ‘‘dying intestate” ought to be taken in | 
its natural sense of dying without a will, unless, as in the Statute 
of Distributions, it is necessary to give it a wider meaning, and 
in the present case the language of the Act indicates in several | 
places that the intestacy affects all the estate of the deceased. | 
There is, indeed, the reference to ‘testamentary expenses ”’ in | 
section 6, but this, as was pointed out at the time of the pass- 
ing of the Act (Paterson and Cotton’s Practical Statutes, 1890, 
p- 283), is too obviously a slip of the draftsman to affect the | 
construction of the statute. 











Is pecipin the case of Re Thomas (40 W. R. 75) Kexewicn, J. 
has held that a clause in a will authorizing the trustees to retain 
existing securities does not by itself entitle the tenant for life to 
receive the income of them in spécie. With regard to wasting | 
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property apparently this is so. In Re Liewellyn’s Trust (29 Begy 
171) and Porter v. Baddeley (5 Ch. D. 542) a direction thy 
personal estate might be allowed to remain in the state of inygg. 
ment in which it was at the time of the testator’s death yy 
held not to apply to such property, at any rate so far » 
concerned the rights of beneficiaries inter se. The rule in Hoy 
v. Earl of Dartmouth (7 Ves. 187) was enforced, and the tenay 
for life was restricted to the income which the property woyj 
have yielded if converted. Yet it is not altogether easy 
reconcile these cases with Simpson v. Lester (4 Jur. N. 8. 1969 
where it was said that the rule was purely an artificial one, anj 
must give way to any indication of the wishes of the testate, 
Consequently a clause empowering the trustees to sell mini 
property at their discretion was held to entitle the tenant for lify 
to enjoy it en specic till sale, and this upon the ground that the 
testator had thereby intimated that no conversion need take 
place upon his death. So too, in Green v. Britten (1 De G.J,§ 
8. 649), where the sale of ships was postponed for seven years, 
the tenant for life, without any express direction, was allowedt) 
receive the profits arising from them. But whatever doubt ther 
may be as to wasting property, the case is much stronger ip 
favour of giving the tenant for life the actual income of secun- 
ties of a permanent nature. Under the will they are, so long 
as they are retained, authorized securities, and this view was 
taken in Brown v. Gellatly (L. R. 2 Ch. 751), where the 
testator had empowered his trustees to retain certain securities 
which otherwise would not have been proper investments. “] 
understand,” said Carrns, L.J., “the words of the will a 
amounting to the constitution by the testator of a larger class of 
authorized securities than this court itself would have approved 
of, and the court has merely to follow his directions, and treat 
the income accordingly as being the income of authorized secut- 
ties.” So, too, in Wixon v. Sheldon (39 Ch. D. 50), Norrn, J, 
after pointing out that the case was not one of wasting secuti- 
ties, said: ‘“‘I do not see how I can direct the retainer of the 
existing investments, and at the same time hold that the tenants 
for life are not entitled to receive the whole of the income pr- 
duced by those investments.” It is true that in Re Thomm 
Kexewicu, J., was ready to lay hold of any slight indication 
that the tenant for life was to enjoy the income ‘” specie, but 
the above cases seem to shew that the person to whom the in- 
come is given is, without more, entitled to such income as shall 
arise from securities retained by the authority of the testator, 
and this, of course, is what the testator in all probability 
intended. 

In tHE case of Lowther v. Caledonian Railway Co. (ante, p. 132 


the Court of Appeal have decided that, where copyhold lands 


| are taken by the promoters of an undertaking under the pro- 


visions of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, and are 
subsequently enfranchised, the lord of the manor is entitled to 
compensation on the footing of the value of the land when s# 
taken, and not upon the improved value at the time of enfranchise- 
ment. This, of course, gives the lord all that he is really entitled 
to, and an opposite decision would compel the promoters to pa 
him for the improvements effected by themselves. Yet s 
opposite decision Sitruinc, J. (40 W. R. 105), felt himself 
bound, by the terms of the Act, to give. According to section 
96, in estimating the compensation, allowance is to be made for 
‘“‘the loss in respect of the fines, heriots, and other services 
payable on death, descent, or alienation” caused by the vesting 
of the copyhold lands in the promoters, or by their enfranchise- 
ment. Of course, where the enfranchisement is delayed, such 
fines as depend on the annual value will increase with the im- 
provement of the land; and, in the case in question, in conse 
quence of the death of two lords of the manor during the 
company’s possession, such increased fines had in fact become 
payable. Hence, at the time of enfranchisement, what the lord 
lost was the prospect of other fines calculated on the same basis, 
and upon this basis Srretixe, J., held that the compensation 
ought to be assessed. But the Court of Appeal construed the 
provision as to compensation by reference to the earlier part 
the section. This provides that, within three months after the 
inrolment of the conveyance, or within one month after entry on 
the land, whichever sball first happen, the promoters are #@ 
apply to the lord for enfranchisement. 















At such date, conse 
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: quently, a duty is imposed, both upon the promoters to apply for 


enfranchisement, and upon the lord to enfranchise, and all the 


_ rights of the parties in respect of enfranchisement are thereupon 
_ fixed. This is in accordance with the decision of Jesse., M.R., 
— in Re Marquis of Salisbury and London and North-Western Railway 


Co. (Weekly Notes, 1879, p. 214), which does not seem to have 
been quoted before Srreiine, J., and clearly, also, in accordance 
with the justice of the case. . 





{Tue question which came before the Court for the Considera- 
tion of Crown Cases Reserved in The Queen v. Moore was, as 
Wits, J., observed, really unarguable, and the fact that it had 
been raised simply illustrates the carelessness with which the 
business of swearing witnesses is frequently conducted. The 
Uaths Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. e. 46), provides, by section 1, 
that every person, upon objecting to be sworn, and stating as 
the ground of such objection either that he has no religious 
belief or that the taking of an oath is contrary to his religious 
belief, shall be permitted to affirm. In the case in question the 
usher, to whom the investigation of the religious condition of the 
witness was left, curiously reversed these requirements, and, 
instead of asking as to his objections, considerately inquired 
as to his wishes. In answer to his questions he discovered that 
the witness did not wish to be sworn on the Bible, nor did he 
wish to be sworn on the Koran, while he did wish to affirm. 
An affirmation he made accordingly, and when this was over 
the court returned to business, and his examination proceeded. 
This, however, was all wasted. Upon further inquiry it turned 
out that, if the witness had no desire to take an oath, he 
certainly had no objection to so doing; while, if he had, he 
could not support it, either on the ground that he had no 
religious belief or that the taking of an oath was contrary to 
his religious belief. As a matter of fact, it appears that he had 
a religious belief, and would have sworn, had S been pressed, 
on any sacred book which recognized the existence of a God. 
Obviously, as long as affirmation is only allowed in exceptional 
cases, the statutory requirements which make it permissible 
must be observed. It is a little curious, however, that the law 
which allows an unbeliever to affirm will only believe other 
persons on their oath. 





Tue case of Burkhill y. Thomas, which was noticed in these 
columns some weeks ago (ante, p. 85, 86), has now come before 
the Court of Appeal, which (as reported elsewhere) has affirmed 
the decision of the Queen’s Bench Division, though not upon 
presieely the same grounds. It was, as will be remembered, 

eld in the Queen’s Bench Division that section 65 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, which empowers the High Court to 
remit an action of contract, therein pending, to any: county 
court ‘‘ in which the action might have been commenced or in any court 
convenient thereto,” enables the action to be remitted to any 
county court convenient to the parties, though not adjacent to that 
in which the action might have been commenced, as the words 
“convenient thereto”? are not words of locality. The Court of 
Appeal have, however, without adopting this construction, 
affirmed the decision of the court below, upon the short ground 
that the remitting order was unassailable, as the county court to 
which the action was remitted was one in which it ‘ might have 
been commenced”’ within section 65 of the County Courts Act, 
1888, being a court within which the action might certainly have 
been commenced ‘‘ by leave’ of the county court judge, though 
not without it. We venture to submit that this is a reason- 
able construction of a very badly drawn enactment which has 
previously given rise to difficult questions requiring judicial 
interpretation (see Curtis v. Stovin, 22 Q. B. D, 513). 





Tue rErorrers are really too bad. They ought not to put 
absolute nonsense into the mouth of a judge, and if per incurvam 
& judge says something very foolish, they ought out of common 
decency to omit it from the report. There always has been some 
doubt, not of any practical importance, as to what becomes of 
the legal fee simple in cases where, after a devise to A. for life, 
the subsequent remainders are contingent. The learned reporter 





in Quarm v. Quarm (1892, 1 Q. B., at p. 187) has stated a some- 

what novel doctrine as having been enunciated by Lord Cotx- 

nipGE, C.J.: ‘There is no doubt a difficulty as to the i 
ition of the fee during the continuance of the life tenancy. 
should suppose, though I do not assert, that it was in the 


devisor.” One rather wonders that neither the fp = nor the 
editor observed that the words “ the heirs of the devisor” were 
omitted by accident from the report of the judgment. If the 
omission was not noticed, we must protest against the careless- 
ness shewn. If, on the other hand, it was noticed, we must pro- 
test still more strongly against the reporter and editor allow- 
ing it to be supposed that any judge would knowingly speak 
absolute nonsense. We have always been taught that no man 
can take his property away with him on his death, but accord- 
ing to the report, Lord Co_rerinag, C.J., is made to allow it to be 
possible that he may take with him a legal estate in land. 








TITLE TO SUE FOR THE PROTECTION OF 
INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY. 
II. 

II. Title to sue for the infringement of designs—Under the 
Designs Acts, 1883-1888, two alternative remedies for the in- 
fringement of registered designs are prescribed. The material 
sections proceed as follows :—‘‘ During the existence of copy- 
right in any design (a) it shall not be lawful for any person, 
without the licence or written consent of the registered proprietor, 
to apply or cause to be applied such design or any fraudulent or 
obvious imitation thereof, in the class or classes of goods in 
which such design is registered for purposes of sale to any 
article of manufacture or to any substance artificial or natural, 
or partly artificial and partly natural; and (4) it shall not be 
lawful for any person to publish or expose for sale any article of 
manufacture or any substance to which such design or any 
fraudulent or obvious imitation thereof shall have been so 
applied, knowing that the same has been so applied, without 
the consent of the registered proprietor. Any person who acts 
in contravention of this section shall be liable for every offence 
to forfeit a sum not exceeding fifty pounds to the registered pro- 
prietor of the design, who may recover such sum as a simple 
contract debt by action in any court of competent jurisdiction. 
Provided that the total sum forfeited in me x) of any one 
design shall not exceed one hundred pounds” (section 58). 
‘‘ Notwithstanding the remedy given (by the preceding section) 
the registered proprietor of any design may (if he elects to do so) 
bring an action for the recovery of any damages arising from 
the application of any such design or of any fraudulent or 
obvious imitation thereof, for the purpose of sale, to any article 
of manufacture or substance, or from the publication, sale, or 
exposure for sale by any person of any article or substance to 
which such design, or any fraudulent or obvious imitation 
thereof, shall have been so applied, such persons knowing that 
the proprietor had not given his consent to such application ” 
(section 59), 

It is obvious that under these sections (1) only the 
registered proprietor of a design is entitled to sue for its in- 
fringement, and (2) the ee proprietor must elect between 
the statutory penalty and ages. The ne of the words 
‘registered proprietor” was recently considered by a divisional 
court (Lawrance and Wrient, JJ.) in Woolley v. Broad (1892, 
8 Times L. R. 213). In that case the plaintiffs were J. W., the 
registered proprietor of certain designs for ornamenting machine 
made lace, and A. H. W. & Co., lace finishers. It was all 
in the statement of claim that J. W. was bound by a ver 
agreement to sell exclusively to A. H. W. & Co. all manu- 
factured by him according to the designs in question “in the 
brown or unfinished state,” and that A. H. W. & Co. had by virtue 
of the aforesaid agreement the exclusive right of selling lace in 
the finished state manufactured in accordance with the designs. 
Infringement by the defendant B. was alleged. Under these 
circumstances, J. W. and A. H. W. & Co. brought an action for 
infringement, claiming, the former, an injunction and the 
penalties provided by section 58, and the latter, £50 for 
‘‘ damages sustained by them in consequence of the defendant’s 
(alleged) unlawful acts.” B. at once. took the preliminary ob- 
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jection that the statement of claim shewed no cause of action in 

A. H. W. & Co., on the ground that they were not, and being 
at most only licensees were not entitled to be, registered as pro- 
prietors. The court sustained this objection. The judgments 
have not yet been fully reported, and the following observations 
are therefore offered with some hesitation and diffidence. It 
was contended on behalf of the defendants. and is indeed obvious, 
that only the registered proprietor of a design can sue for its 
infringement under the Designs Acts. Now, A. H. W. & Co. 
were not, in fact, registered, and they had therefore, as the 
court decided, no right of action. Moreover, the case of Bowen 
v. Hall (1881, 6 Q. B. D. 333), on which the plaintiffs relied, 
was clearly inapplicable ; there was no breach of contract on the 
part of J. W.; even if there had been, it could not for one 
moment be alleged that B. had induced it, and the only act on 
the part of B. of which A. H. W. & Co. at least had any cause 
to complain was an act not prohibited by the statute. 

This case must be taken as deciding that registration is a condi- 
tion precedent to the existence of title to sue under the Designs 
Acts. It seems, however, to us to leave open two important ques- 
tions. (1) Could A. H. W. & Co. have obtained registration jointly 
with J. W. as “proprietors” of the designs? We venture to 
think that they could not. Copyright under the Designs Acts 
means “the exclusive right to apply a design to any article of 
manufacture or to any substance in the class or classes 
in which the design is registered” (section 60). It is true that 
in section 61 a distinction is apparently drawn between the design 
and the right of application. But in Jewitt v. Eckhardt (1881, 8 
Ch. D., at p. 408), Jesszx, M.R., held that for the purposes of 
the Designs Act of 1842, from which section 61 of the present 
Acts is in substance derived, the words in question meant one 
and the same thing. ‘It appears to me,” said his lordship, 
‘in order for a man to be a proprietor within the Act, he must 
have some right, either general or limited, to apply the design.” 
Now, A. H. W. & Co. had no such right, and they could not 
therefore have been registered as ‘‘ proprietors”’ under the Act. 
(2) Suppose that J. W., being the original registered proprietor 
of the design, had granted a partial assignment of “ the right to 
apply ” it to A. H. W. & Co., and that they, in pursuance of 
this grant, had obtained registration, as they would clearly have 
been entitled to do, could J. W. and A. H. W. & Co. in an 
action for infringement against B. have claimed, the former the 
statutory penalty, and the latter damages’ Of course sections 
58 and 59 require the registered proprietor to ¢lect between the 
two statutory remedies, and it would probably be held that the 
words “‘registered proprietor” mean all persons for the time 
being entitled by registration to the copyright in the design. 
Still, the following view is capable at least of forensic argu- 
ment. The object of the statute is to give adequate protection 
to every person in whom the copyright is vested. 
£50 or £100 might he quite sufficient compensation for the 
author of the design who has partially assigned the copyright 
for value. Infringement may simply injure his title. 
have incurred no damage, and may very properly refuse to sue 
for damages, which would only be nominal. 

@ penalty may be all that he needs or wishes. 
assignee may have suffered serious damage in his trade. 





A penalty of | 





of (the Acts), or in the case of any other trade-mark in use 
before the 13th of August, 1875, registration thereof . . , 
has been refused. The comptroller may, on request and on 
payment of the prescribed fee, grant a certificate that such regis. 
tration has been refused.””* 

The origin of this section deserves a moment’s consideration, 
The earliest statute dealing with the registration of trade. 
marks was the Trade-Marks Registration Act of 1875. The Ist 
section provided that after the Ist of July, 1876, no person 
should be ‘entitled to institute any proceeding to prevent the 
infringement of any trade-mark . . until and unless such 
trade-mark is registered in pursuance of this Act.” Section 5 
enabled any person aggrieved by the refusal of the registrar to 
register a trade-mark to apply to the court for an order for 
rectification. It is to be sn Mer that under this statute (1) 
registration was a condition precedent only to the right to 
‘* prevent” infringement—i.c., to apply for an injunction; (2) 
failure to obtain registration was fatal. Then came ‘the amend. 
ing Act of 1876. That statute altered the Act of 1875 in two 
respects. It rendered registration a condition precedent to the 
recovery of damages, as well as to proceedings for an injune- 
tion; and it provided that if a trade-mark in use before the 
passing of the principal Act has been refused registration, he 
might, notwithstanding such refusal, institute proceedings 
either for damages or for an injunction, and need not wait 
till he had got the register rectified. Under the present Acts, 
old marks must be registered if capable of registration, or be left 
unprotected.t The judicial construction of this section has given 
rise to little difficulty, and may be summarily disposed of. (1) 
In an action for the infringement of a trade-mark the plaintiff 
must produce a certificate of registration or of refusal to register 
(ef. Goodfellow v. Prince, 1887, 33 Ch. D. 9). (2) Registration 
of an assignment is apparently not necessary to enable an 
assignee to sue: Jhlee v. Henshaw (1886, 31 Ch. D. 321). (3) 
Nothing in the Trade-Marks—and it may be added in the 
Patents or Designs—Acts takes away or affects the common law 
action of ‘‘as and for.” 





MR. OSWALD ON CONTEMPT OF COURT. 


THERE has just appeared a law book} of a character so unusual— 
we had almost said so absolutely unprecedented — as to give 
the jaded reviewer quite a sanguine hope of the dawn of a new era in 
legai literature. The commonest gratitude leads us to devote some- 
what unusual prominence to this harbinger of the coming dawn. We 
say that the work is unusual for several reasons. 

First, because it is not the book of a young gentleman trying to 
learn a little law by compiling a treatise, but a work written by a 
| master of the branch to which it is devoted—a specialist in contempt, 
|if we may be permitted the expression. Do we not all know that 
| when Mr. OswALD is in charge of the ‘liberty of the subject” 











| 


He may | vain is the help of man if there is the smallest flaw in the proceed- 


ings or slip in the practice. Are we not all familiar with the scene 


An injunction and | in the Chancery Division when Goliath in silk comes forth to claim 
jut the partial | the committal of a contemptuous offender, but David in stuff in the 
Why back bench has a 


articularly small stone in his sling wherewith 


should he be bound to content himself with recovering a maxi- | he straightway smites down, pulverizes, and destroys the aforesaid 


mum penalty of £100, simply because that sum may cover the | 
loss of the assignor? The partial assignee could have sued | 
alone for es. Heap v. Hartley (42 Ch. VD. 461) is not 
applicable to the law of designs. No one can be a registered 
proprietor under the Designs Acts unless he has a right of | 
property im the design, and to every registered proprietor the | 
right of suing for infringement is given. If the partial assignee | 
joims hands with the author of the design, or if the two actions 
are consolidated at the instance of the defendant, is the right to 
sue for damages, which he would undoubtedly have had if he 
had sued alone, to be taken away’ We are far from sure that | 
this position is sound, but we think it is arguable, and we 
respectfully submit it to the consideration of the profession. 

[L. Vitle to sus for the infringement of trade-marks,—Section 77 | 
A the Trade-Marks Acts, 1462 to 1464, provides as follows : 
“A person shall not be entitled to institute any proceeding to | 
prevent or to recover damages for the infringement of a trade- | 
mark unless, in the case of 4 trade-mark capable of being | 


| 


| avowed motive. 


| Goliath ? 


Secondly, we say that Mr. Oswa.p’s book is unusual because of its 
{e tells us in his preface that ‘‘the Author has for 
some years past been engaged in several of the cases, both reported 


| and unreported, bearing upon the subject of contempt of court, and 


having found in practice that useless expense has often been incurred, 
and sometimes even justice defeated, by reason of slips in practice in 
endeavours to enforce obedience to orders by process for contempt, he 
has thought that it may prove useful to collect together the law and 
practice upon the matter in a separate treatise.” Our feclings on 
reading this passage were inexpressibly sad. This, said we to our- 
selves, is Saul among the prophets with a vengeance! Here is 


* Objection has been taken to the form of this certificate, on the ground that it tends to 
prejudice the proprietor, expecially in proceedings abroad. The Patent Office Inquiry 
Committee of 147 recoramended (p. xiil., par. 34) the substitution for the clause in italics 
of the words “ a certifieate that it is a trade-mark incapable of being registered under the 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1983."" Dut the Act of 1485 aid not give effect to 
this reconunumndation. 

+ Hee Hebaatian, Sr od.,, p. B64. 

+ Contempt of Court, Committal and Attachment and Arrest upon Civil Process in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, With the Practice and Vorms, By Joun Fuancius Onw aun, 
Varrister-at-Law, William Clowes & Hons (Limited), 
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pavid handing over to Goliath all his bag of tricks — we mean 
bles! No more liberty-of-the-subject episodes and eloquent 
addresses in the Chancery Division! A peaceful life for the Chancery 
judges in future! But, on consideration, we derived consolation 
me the reflection that perhaps David, while thus generously pur- 
rting to hand over his bag of pebbles, may have kept a few up his 


e. 

Thirdly, we unhesitatingly affirm that Mr. OswaLb’s book xis un- 
usual, inasmuch as it contains many jokes, quaint anecdotes, and dry 
remarks. There is a joke in the preface; Re Cosgrove (Seton, 4th ed., 
1589), the leading case on the subject of contempt by throwing an 

at a judge, is diversified by the dictum of Mauins, V.C., that 
“the egg must have been intended for his brother BAcon”’; there 
are sly rubs here and there at judges (see, for instance, the case of Re 
Maria Annie Davies, at p. 59, where we are told that “ the mistake (if 
any) in the case [the order in which Mr. OswaLp has immediately 
ore submitted was “‘ ultra vires and unconstitutional ’’] probably 
arose from Mrs. Davies not having professional assistance”; the 
judge in fact being, as Lord Wesrsury said, alone in the dark. And 
we cannot help suspecting some joke in Mr. OswALv’s preternaturally 
solemn statement of the bill in Brabson’s case, which he cites from 
Lev. des Ass., 39 Edw, 3, 231, as setting forth that whereas ADAM 
BRABSON was pursuing his business before the justices against R., the 
said outrageous R., ‘‘ by force and arms, had taken his wife from him 
and took away her virtue and chattels her cloak and rings to the value 
of 41s.” We have not verified the ‘‘ Lev. des Ass.” on this point, but 
we have referred to 1 Mer. 303 (d) for the contempt of court consti- 
tuted by compelling a person serving a subpana to “‘ eat the parch- 
ment and wax of the process,” and we find that the author has 
omitted to tell the complete story. After the process-server had 
eaten the parchment and wax and been beaten and kicked “very 
severely,” the defendant ‘‘ considering him as dead, had directed his 
servants to throw the body into a river.” We submit that the case 
does not prove that mere compulsion to eat the parchment and wax 
constitutes a contempt of court. 

So far we have noticed only the features of the work which are 
unusual, interesting, or amusing ; but we are very far indeed from 
desiring to give the impression that the book is not practically valu- 
able. It is really a very careful, well-arranged, and complete treatise 
on a subject which it is by no means easy to deal with satisfactorily. 
In the course of eleven chapters the author discusses the whole subject 
of what constitutes contempt, the punishment for contempt, the 
procedure and practice upon applying for committal or attachment, 
and purging contempt. He divides contempts proper into contempts 
direct, contempts indirect or consequential, and special or a 
contempts ; and under each head collects, with great industry and 
completeness, and discusses with much shrewdness, the reported 
cases. We say the reported cases, and perhaps we cannot expect a 
legal author to go beyond these, but we confess we rather miss the 
numerous unreported cases which Mr. OsWALD’s experience might 
have enabled him to cite. To take one branch only: the contempt 
constituted by not conforming to the usages of the court and the 
rulings of the judge. The question how far persistence in a con- 
tention after the court has decisively overruled it constitutes contempt, 
is left by the author quite unusually bare of authority. Surely 
there must be cases in point, even if they are not reported. 

But we confess what pleases us most of all in Mr. OswaLp’s 
treatise is that it has a moral and an object beyond that avowed in 
the preface. He strikes the right note at the very commencement 
in the remark that ‘the policy of permitting judges to determine 
(exeept in cases of open and undoubted insult to their persons or 
authority while actually engaged in administering justice) what is or 
is not a contempt of their own dignity or power, has been, and may 
still be, with wisdom doubted ; he enforces this by extracts from the 
judgments of JxessEL, M.R., and Corron, L.J., and he suggests 
that the whole subject of contempt of court and its punishment 
ought now to be dealt with, regulated, limited, and defined by Act 
of Parliament. We cannot help hoping that the publication of this 
excellent book may lead to this most desirable result, 





We have received a letter from Mr. Munton, who says :—‘‘ The manu- 
script of my work on the Middlesex Registry has long been practically 
completed—necessarily held back for the rules likely to be issued under 
the new Act, coming into operation in April. The book will be published 
hot later than March 31 (price 2s. 6d., subscribers bound copies 3s. 6d.), 
the net profits, as before stated, going to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Asso- 
ciation. A well-known house will be asked to publish, and your adver- 
tisoment columns will in«lue time announce all particulars.” 


The following paragraph from the // or/d, if true, is significant :—‘t Mr. 

m Beresford, a lately retired judge of county courts, whe died last 

Week, was formerly private tutor to Lord Salisbury, His son, Mr. Cecil 

ord, who is also a county court judge, is a godson and namesake of 

the Premier. He has lately been transferred from a Welsh to an English 
district by the Lord Chancellor.”’ 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Lighting and Watching Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 90). With the 
Caes desta thereon, = Notes, and an Appendix of 
Forms. By Joun Tipp TT, Barrister -at-Law. Fith Edition, 
with Introduction. By Stipyey Wricut, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw 
& Sons. 

Diversions of an Articled Clerk. By RoserT M’LEAN. Law Notes 
Publishing Offices. 

Influenza and the Laws of England concerning Infectious Diseases. 
A Paper read before the Society of Medical Officers of Health, 
January 18, 1892. By Ricnarp SisLey, M.D. Lond., M.R.C.P. 
Lond. Longmans, Green, & Co. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


COMMISSIONERS FOR OATHS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—By section 15 of the Statutory Declarations Act, 1835, sub- 
stituting declarations for oaths and affirmations required in respect 
of debts in the plantations and colonies in America and elsewhere, 
such declarations may be made before any justice, notary public, ‘‘ or 
other officer now by law authorized to administer an oath.” 

Is it clear that a commissioner for oaths appointed under the Act 
of 1889 is an officer “now by law authorized” to take such 
declarations ? Perhaps you, Sir, or one of your correspondents, will 
be good enough to give an opinion on the point? The precedents of 
forms of this description, so far as I have seen, only contemplate 
mayors or notaries being employed. SUBSCRIBER. 

January 30. : 

[The power to administer oaths given by the Act of 1889 is ex- 
pressly confined to the administration of oaths or taking affidavits 
‘for the purposes of any court or matter in England”—{section 1 
(2) ). But we will endeavour to obtain the opinion of an authority 
on the subject.—Eb. S. J.] 








BASTARDY AGREEMENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 

Sir,—Your correspondent D. M. appears to me to over-rate the 
force of an agreement of the kind he refers to. 

I should consider, on the s of the judgment of Cockburn, 
C.J., in Follit or Follett v. Koetzow (2 L. T. Rep. N. 8. 178), that the 
agreement has no force whatever, now that the father is dead. Not- 
withstanding such an agreement, the mother of the child could have 
applied to a justice for an order against the putative father. The 

ent in the case quoted was not sufficient to oust the justice 
from his jurisdiction under the Act. 

The form of order, when made, is against the father personally, 
and the remedy for disobedience is by warrant of apprehension, and 
there is no virtue in either order or warrant to touch his estate after 
his death. 

A fortiori, an agreement of the nature mentioned by D. M. could 
not have any force against the putative father’s tatives or 
estate after his death, as the mother could not obtain an order against 
the one or the other. J. W. 

February 1. 





MORTGAGEE’S COSTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Referring to the letter of A. B. and your observations in 
last Saturday’s Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL, we shall feel may by your 
opinion whether, when the m does not join in convey- 


ance, and the abstract includes a reconveyance, which, as 
a matter of fact, will be com on the same day as, and immedi- 
ately before, the sale, the purchaser is liable to the costs of the 


production of deeds in the m 8 i the purpose of 
pa ap the abstract. We recently contended in such a case that, 
as the abstract shewed the property to be unincambered, we could 
not be called upon to pay the mortgagee’s costs, Was this a 
tainabie ? : 


| We should have thought that such a case as this was covered by 
the Conveyancing Act and Re Willett and Argeatd (SS Soracrrers’ 
JourNAL, 364), Tt is enough that the deeds are not im the vendor's 
rossession, The reason why they are not seems to be immaterial, 

he natural inference from the abstract may be that the deeds are in 
the vendor's possession, but if this inference is in ome of fact 
wrong, the statutory rule seems to . Moreover, the respective 
liabilities of the ies were fixed at the date of the cantract, and so 





cannot be affected by the form of the abstract,—Ep, S.J.) 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
PAYNE v. WRIGHT.—No. 1, Ist February. 


Practice—Aprreat to Court or AppEat—Orrinat Cause or Matrer— 
Summons ror ConTRAVENTION OF Sgction 19 or Metropourran BUILDING 
Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 122)—Jvpicatvre Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 
66), s. 47. 

This was an appeal from a judgment of a divisional court (Mathew and 
A. L. Smith, JJ.) on a special case stated by a metropolitan police 
magistrate : see 40 W.R. 191. A summons was taken out under section 46 of 
the Metropolitan Building Act, 1855, by a district surveyor, against the 
managing director of the New Wire Wove Roofing Co. The information 
charged that’ the defendant had covered a roof of a certain building within 
the metropolitan district externally with a combnstible material, contrary 
to the provisions of sub-section 1 of section 19 of the said Act, and that, 
notice in writing having been duly given by the district surveyor to the 
defendant requiring him to do such things as were required to be done by 
the said Act, he had made default in complying with the requisition 
contained in such notice. Section 19, sub-section 1, of the Metropolitan 
Building Act provides that ‘‘ the roofs of buildings shall be constructed as 
follows, that is to say, the flat, gutter, and roof of every building, and 
every turret, dormer, lantern-light, skylight, or other erection placed on 
the flat or roof thereof, shall be externally covered with slates, tiles, metal 
or other incombustible materials, except the doors, door-frames, windows, 
and window-frames of such dormers, turrets, lantern-lights, skylights, or 
other erections.’’ Section 45 provides for the giving of notice by the 
district surveyor to the builder in case of anything being done contrary to 
the Act. Section 46 provides that if the builder to whom such notice is 
given makes default in complying with the requisition thereof, he may, on 
the complaint of the district surveyor, be summoned before a justice of the 
peace, who shall, upon being satisfied that the requisition is authorized by 
the Act, make an order commanding the builder to comply therewith. 
Section 47 enacts that if such order is not complied with, the builder shall 
incur a penalty not exceeding £20 a day during the continuance of such 
non-compliance. On the hearing of the summons it was proved that the 
defendant, as managing director of the company, had covered the roof of 
a building externally with a material known as Duroline, which was 
manufactured by the said company, and that the building in question was 
intended for use as a store-room or greenhouse, and would in the ordinary 
course of things be covered with glass. The question before the magistrate 
was whether Duroline, which is composed of woven iron wire coated with 
an oleaginous compound, and is entirely waterproof and semi-transparent, is 
anincombustible material within the meaning of section 19. The magistrate, 
having heard the evidence of witnesses, and seen experiments made in court, 
found as a fact that part of the said material, viz., the oleaginous coating, 
was combustible, and that part of it, viz., the wire network, was incombus- 
tible ; and he held that, having regard to the object and purposes of the 
statute, the said material as a whole was an incombustible material within the 
meaning of the section. Onthe application of the district surveyor the magis- 
trate stated a special case. The Divisional Court held that the substance in 
question was not an incombustible material, and remitted the case to the 
magistrate. The defendant now sought to appeal from this decision to 
the Court of Appeal, but the preliminary objection was taken that no 
appeal lay, as the judgment of the Divisional Court was a judgment in 
a criminal cause or matttr within the meaning of section 47 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873: Reg. v. Whitchurch (7 Q. B. D. 534), Ex parte Wood- 
hall (36 W. R. 655, 20 Q. B. D. 832), Ex parte Scholficld (39 W. R. 580; 
1891, 2 Q. B. 428). On the part of the defendant it was argued that this 
was not a criminal cause or matter, so as to prevent an appeal. The 
summons, which had been issued under section 46 of the Metropolitan 
Building Act, did not ask for a penalty; and the only order which could 
have been made against the defendant on that summons would have been 
air order to comply with the notice. The Divisional Court had not ordered, 
nor could they have ordered, the magistrate 1o impose a penalty on the 
defendant under that summons; before a penalty could be imposed a 
further summons would require to be issued under the succeeding section. 
The cases of Loughborough Highway Board v. Curzon (17 Q. B. D. 344) and 
Reg. v. Holl (7 Q. B. D. 575) were authorities in favour of the view that 
this was not a criminal matter. Secondly, if this was a criminal matter, 
the case came within the exception ‘‘save for some error of law apparent 
upon the record.”” Here the record consisted of the summons before the 
magistrate, the special case, and the judgment of the Divisional Court. 
If it was apparent, on the examination of this record, that some mistake 
in law had been made, that was properly the subject-matter of appeal. 


Tue Cover (Lord Esnen, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) held that no appeal lay. 
They had put a very wide interpretation on the words of section 47 in Ex 
parte Woodhall and Ex parte Scholfield, and they could not now depart from 
it. The section included any decision given in any proceedings which 
might end in the imposition of a penalty. When proceedings were taken 

a magistrate, the ultimate object of which was to enforce a penalty, 
every step in those proceedings was a criminal matter. And this judg- 
ment of the Queen’s Bench Division, being a decision in a step in such 

, was therefore a decision in a criminal matter. As to the 
other point, there was no record here within the meaning of the words of 
exception. The object of those words was merely to give this court 
jurisdiction to entertain those appeals incriminal matters which under the 
did practice went to the Court of Exchequer Chamber.—Counse., Horace 
<vory ; Cutler,Q.C. Sorscrrons, W. A. Blacland ; Doveton Smyth. 


[Reported by F. G. Rvcxen, Barrister-at-Law. | 


————— 


BURKILL v. THOMAS—No. 1, Ist February. 


County Courr—Remirrinc Action to Country Court—Jvrispictioy— 
““CourT IN WHICH ACTION MIGHT HAVE BEEN ComMENCcED’’—Coryty 
Covrts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 65. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from an order of a divisional 
court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.) refusing to remit the action 
for trial in the Westminster County Court (40 W. R. 222). The action 
was brought in the High Court to recover £69 for commission on the 
purchase of potatoes by the plaintiff for the defendant. ‘The plaintiff 
lived in Yorkshire within the jurisdiction of the Thorne County Court; 
the defendant lived and carried on business within the jurisdiction of the 
Westminster County Court. The cause of action arose partly in York. 
shire and partly in London. The defendant took out a summons to have 
the action remitted to the Westminster County Court under section 65 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888. The master, however, on the application of 
the plaintiff, remitted the action to the Thorne County Court. This order 
was affirmed both by Vaughan Williams, J., and also by the Divisional 
Court. Section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, gives a judge at 
chambers power, as to actions of contract brought in the High Court when 
the claim indorsed on the writ does not exceed £100, ‘‘ to order such 
action to be tried in any court in which the action might have been com. 
menced, or in any court convenient thereto.’’ Section 74 enacts that 
‘‘every action or matter may be commenced in the court within the 
district of which the defendant or one of the defendants shall dwell or 
carry on his business at the time of commencing the action or matter, or 
it may be commenced, by leave of the judge or registrar, in the court 
within the district of which the defendant or one of the defendants dwelt 
or carried on business at any time within six calendar months next before 
the time of commencement, or with the like leave in the court in the 
district of which the cause of action or claim wholly or in part arose.” It 
was now argued on the part of the defendant that the words in section 65 
‘‘ any court in which the action might have been commenced ’’ meant any 
court in which it might have been commenced as of right and without 
any leave. It had been so held in an unreported case of Parsons v. Laken- 
heath School Roard. Yn the present case the only county court in which 
the action might have been so commenced was the Westminster County 
Court, within the district of which the defendant carried on business: 
section 74. If the words meant any court in which the action might 
under any circumstances have been commenced, it would include every 
county court in England, for by section 64 by agreement of the parties an 
action might be tried by the judge of any county court. As to the follow- 
ing words in section 65, ‘‘or in any court convenient thereto,” the 
Divisional Court were wrong in holding that they meant any court con- 
venient to the parties. The case of Curtis v. Stovin (37 W. R. 315, 22 
Q. B. D. 513), shewed that these words referred to locality. 

Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) dismissed the appeal. 
It was not necessary to consider the meaning of the words “‘ convenient 
thereto.”’ The true construction of the words ‘in which the action might 
have been commenced’’ was, in which 1t might have been commenced 
either without leave, or, if necessary, with leave. There was no reason 
for putting a limited construction on the words. Here the action might 
by leave of a judge have been commenced in the Thorne County Court, as 
part of the cause of action arose in the district of that court. Therefore 
the order appealed from was right.—CovunseL, Ernest Pollock: ; Courthope- 
Munroe, Soxtcrrors, Crowders § Vizard, for Burtonshaw § Tovey, Doncaster; 
J. J. Chapman. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at- Law. | 


JOHNSON v. EDGE—No. 2, 1st February. 


PatENtT—INFRINGEMENT—ACTION TO RESTRAIN THREATS OF PROCEEDINGS— 
CracuLan—GeneraL Warninc—Dve Dimicence 1n_ ProsEcuTion oP 
Action—Patents, Destcns, AND TrapE-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. 
c. 57), 8. 32. 

This was an appeal from the decision of Mathew, J., sitting for Stirling, 
J. (reported ante, p. 110). The action was brought under section 32 of the 
Patents, &c., Act, 1883, for an injunction and for damages. The section 
provides that ‘‘ where any person claiming to be the patentee of an inven- 
tion, by circulars, advertisements, or otherwise, threatens any other person 
with any legal proceedings or liability in respect of any alleged manufac- 
ture, use, sale, or purchase of the invention, any person or persons 
aggrieved thereby may bring an action against him, and may recover 
such damage (if any) as may have been sustained thereby if the alleged 
manufacture, use, sale, or purchase to which the threats related was not 
in fact an infringement of any legal rights of the person making such 
threats, provided that this section shall not apply if the person making 
such threats with due diligence commences and prosecutes an action for 
infringement of his patent.” The plaintiffs are manufacturers of blue, 
and have carried on business at Liverpool since 1867. ‘They commenced in 
1889 to pack for sale to their trade customers large*quantities of blue in 
bags under the trade-mark of ‘‘ The Very Blue.” ‘Ihe defendant is also 
a manufacturer of blue known as “‘ Dolly Blue,” in respect of which he 
had a patent, which has been since revoked, as for'a new method of 
wrapping or parce up soluble or insoluble blue or other colour. In 
August, 1889, a Mr. Harrison began to make up blue in parcels for sale, 
and in February, 1890, Edge commenced an ation against him for fraud 
in passing off his goods as those of Edge. In September, 1890, Edge 
sent out—and continued to send out until October, 1890—in the boxes con- 
taining his blue the following printed circular, upon which the present 
action was founded :—‘‘ Notice to grocers and others. Information of 
extensive violation of Mr. Wm. Edge’s patent rights have been received. 





All parties are warned not to infringe these rights.—R. & R. C. Winder 
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slicitors.”” Johnson & Co. shortly afterwards began selling blue made 
in packets. In November, 1890, judgment was given in Edge v. 
farrison against Harrison. On December 11, 1890, Edge brought an 
action against Johnson & Co. for fraudulently imitating his goods. On 
January 16, 1891, the writ in the present action was issued, and on Feb- 
mary 21, 1891, Johnson & Co. presented a petition for the revocation of 
Rdge’s patent, on the ground that it had been anticipated, and on June 
99, 1891, Edge submitted to an order for revocation. Edge had previously, 
on February 4, 1891, amended his claim in the action of Edge v. Johnson 
by inserting a claim for infringement of his patent. In that action 
Denman, J., gave judgment for the defendants, and in December last the 
Court of Appeal ordered a new trial, and an appeal to the House of Lords 
isnow pending. Mathew, J., delivered judgment in the present action 
on December 4 last, and decided that the circular in question was a threat 
within the meaning of section 32, and that as to the proviso Edge had 
not prosecuted his action for infringement with due diligence, and that 
Johnson & Co. were entitled to an inquiry as to damages. The defendant 
ed, and it was contended on his behalf that the circular was not 
inted at any particular person, but was merely a general warning that 
had a patent, and that he should proceed against any one who 
infringed it, and that it did not amount to a threat within section 32. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.), without calling upon 
counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal. 

Lrvvtzy, L.J., said that the question was whether Mathew, J.’s view of 
the construction of section 32 was right. The ground of appeal was that 
the circular did not amount to such a threat as was contemplated by the 
Act. Ni othing turned on the proviso in the section, for the point that the 
action for infringement was prosecuted with due diligence had been 
abandoned on the appeal. It would be an extremely regrettable con- 
struction of the section if the court were to say that it did not apply to a 
man who had a rubbishy patent and who threatened other people for 
infringing it. As soon as the patent was challenged it was found to be 
worthless, and it was revoked. His lordship was not prepared to put such 
a construction on the section. It was urged that in Challender v. Royle (36 
W. R. 357, 36 Ch. D. 425) it was decided in this court that the section 
did not apply to a mere general warning. It appeared to him that, subject 
to one qualification, the construction put by Bowen, L.J., in that case upon 
the section was right. The section did not preveent a man from saying 
expressly that which would be implied in his saying that he had a patent. 
Bowen, L.J., appeared to doubt whether the section a plied unless there 
had been an actual infringement. His lordship would like to qualify that 
limitation of Bowen, L.J., by saying that he thought the section might 
apply to an intended infringement which, if carried out, would amount to 
an actual infringement. He doubted whether Bowen, L.J., intended to 
address himself to such a case as that, which was not then before him. 
They were asked to say that the circular was nothing more than a warning 
that Edge had a patent, and that he should proceed against any one 
who infringed it. But the circular was addressed to persons engaged in 
trade. What would such persons understand by it? The inference they 
would draw would be that Edge considered what Harrison and Johnson 
had done to be infringements of his invention. The circular was far more 
than a general warning, and so took the case out of what Bowen, L.J., 
said about a general warning. It seemed to his lordship, therefore, that 
Mathew, J., was right, and that the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lores, L.J., concurred. 

Kay, L.J., in delivering judgment, said that he entirely concurred with 
the views expressed by Lindley, L.J.—Counset, Bousfield, Q.C., and T. L. 
Wilkinson ; Moulton, Q.C., and R. W. Wallace. Soxtcrrors, Indermaur $ 
Brown ; Paddison, Son, § Fullilove. 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SUTHERLAND (DUKE) ». HEATHCOTE—No. 2, 27th January. 


Drzp—Construction—Mine—Exception or Minerats—Licence to Work 
—Errect or Licence—Muistake. 


_Appeal by the plaintiff from the decision of Vaughan Williams, J., 
sitting as a judge of the Chancery Division (reported 1891, 3 Ch. 504). The 
plaintiff claimed to be entitled to the coal and other minerals under lands 
conveyed by a deed of exchange dated October 30, 1783, and made between 
the predecessors in title of the plaintiff and the predecessor in title of the 
defendant Heathcote. By this deed the plaintiff's predecessors in title 
granted, exchanged, and appointed the lands in question to the defend- 
ant’s predecessor in title (J. E. Heathcote) in fee, but the deed contained 
& clause saving and reserving to the appointors and their heirs full and 
free liberty, by all necessary and convenient ways and means, to get, dig, 
and carry away the coal and other minerals which ht or should be 
found within the lands thereby granted and exch At the date of 
this deed the legal estate in the lands was vested by an indenture of 
release of August 14 and 15, 1781, in trustees upon certain trusts, with a 
general power of revocation and new appointment in the predecessors in 
title of the plaintiff. The deed of exchange of 1783 accordingly pur- 

to operate by way of exercise of such power of revocation and new 
appointment. Neither the plaintiff nor his predecessors in title had, since 
, ever worked the mines of coal, &c., under the lands comprised in 

the deed of exchange, and the plaintiff stated that the existence of the 
above-mentioned clause in the deed of 1783, saving and reserving the 
Minerals, had ven been recently discovered by him. On December 21, 
1865, the immediate predecessor in title of ‘the defendant Heathcote 
ted a lease for thirty-five years to the predecessors in title of the 
endants Biair and Bird of all coal and other minerals under lands 
Which included a portion of the mines now claimed by the plaintiff ; and 
on May 22, 1876, the plaintiff agreed to grant a lease to the defendants 
and Bird of such parts of a certain seam of coal ‘as lay on the 








north side of a certain fault, shewn on the plan annexed,’’ and this agree- 
ment contained a recital that the defendants Blair and Bird were, under 
the lease of 1865, the present workers of the mines and minerals lying on 
the north side of the seam of coal thereinafter mentioned. The mines and 
minerals referred to in this recital formed a of those now claimed 
by the plaintiff. On January 4, 1877, the defendant Heathcote granted a 
lease to the plaintiff of the remaining portion of the mines and minerals 
now claimed by the plaintiff. biagh pe ve by his action claimed to have 
it declared that he was entitled to all mines and minerals under the lands 
conveyed by the deed of 1783, on the ground, first, that the saving clause 
in that deed operated as an exception of the mines and minerals from the 
grant; and, secondly, assuming that the clause did not operate as an 
exception, but as the regrant of a licence by the defendant’s predecessor 
in title to the plaintiff’s predecessors to get and carry away the coal and 
other minerals, that such licence must be construed as an exclusive 
licence in favour of the plaintiff and his predecessors in title. The plain- 
tiff also claimed to have the lease of January, 1877, set aside or rectified, 
an injunction to restrain the defendants working the coal and other mine- 
rals, and an account of the coal wrongfully taken by the defendants. 
Vaughan Williams, J., held that the clause in the deed of 1783 did not 
operate as an exception of the mines and minerals in favour of the 
appointors of that deed; that it operated only as the regrant by the 
appointee of a licence to the appointors and their assigns to take and carry 
away the coal and other minerals, and that the deed contained no indication 
of any intention that such licence was to be deemed an exclusive licence 
in favour of the appointors and their He accordingly dismi 
the plaintiff’s action. The plaintiff “p ed. 
Tue Covrr (Livptey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linviey, L.J., read the written ju mt of the court, the material 
parts of which are as follows:—A right to work mines was some- 
thing more than a mere licence, it was a profit a prendre, an inco} 
hereditament lying in grant. The distinction between a licence and a 
profit a prendre was pointed out in Wickham v. Hawker (7 M. & W. 78). It 
would be violating the rules of conveyancing to construe this clause of 
reservation as an exception of the mines and minerals. No conveyancer 
intending to except mines from a conveyance of lands would express his 
intention by reserving a liberty to get minerals. There was nothing aliunde 
to shew what the intention was; the intention could only be inferred from 
the wording of the clause of reservation itself, and the court could not 
force those words to the extent necessary to make them amount to an ex- 
ception or reservation or valid regrant in the sense of so much land. The 
court had come to the conclusion that what was reserved by the deed of 
1783 to the plaintiff’s predecessors in title was full and free liberty to work 
the mines under the lands conveyed. They reserved a profit @ prendre, an 
incorporeal hereditament, not a mere personal, revocable licence. Then 
was this right so reserved to them an exclusive right? The plaintiff's 
claim, in substance, was a claim to the mines as their property, and if the 
plaintiff's right to the mines as their property was negatived, it was not 
to see how they could establish a right, not only themselves to work 
the mines, but to prevent the owners of them from doing so, when the 
plaintiffs were not working the mines themselves. A profit @ prendre was a 
right to take something off another person’s land. Such a right did not 
ys the owner from taking the same sort of thing from off his own land. 
he first right might limit, but did not exclude, the second. An exclusive 
right to all the profit of a icular kind could, no doubt, be granted, but 
such a right could not be inferred from language which was not clear and 
explicit. This was plain from Lord Mountjoy’s case (1 And. 307, 4 Leon. 
147), Chetham v. Williamson (4 East, 469), Doe v. Wood (2 B. & Ad. 724), 
Carr v. Benson (Li. R. 3 Ch. App. 524). The report of Lord Mountjoy’s case 
in Anderson left it uncertain whether Lord Mountjoy had an exclusive 
licence or not, but from the report in Leonard it appeared that it was 
held that there was a new grant of an interest to Lord Mountjoy and his 
heirs to dig in the land, and not a mere covenant, and that the grantee of 
the land and his heirs and assigns might dig, notwithstanding the said 
grant to Lord Mountjoy. That case had always been regarded as a 
leading authority for the proposition that a grant in fee of liberty to dig 
ores did not confer on the grantee an exclusive right to dig them, even if 
the grant were in terms without any interruption by the grantor. There 
was not enough in the reservation clause in the present case to shew that 
anything more was reserved than a right to work the mines when desired. 
Such a right did not exclude the right of the owner to work them, pro- 
vided he did not disturb the grantee in his working operations whenever 
he was carrying them on. As to the claim for rectification of the lease 
of 1877, there was no proof of any mutual mistake by both parties, and 
there were, therefore, no materials for rectification. ‘Fhe only possible 
right which the plaintiff might have would be to have the lease set aside, 
and this could only be on equitable terms, one of which would be the 
giving up possession of the property leased. The plaintiff was not pre- 
pared to do this, and, therefore, was not entitled to have the lease set 
aside.—CovnsEL, Rigby, Q.C., Neville, Q.C., and Hadley ; Sir Forace Davey, 
Q.C., Haldane, Q.C., and Decimus Sturges; Rashleigh. So.rcrrors, Gadsden 
& Treherne ; Cooper, Thorowgood, § Tabor, for Coopers, Newcastle, Stafford- 
shire; Greenfield § Cracknall, for BE. Young, Longton. 
(Reported by M. J. Buaxs, Batrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re TWIGG'S ESTATE, TWIGG v. BLACK—Chitty, J., 2nd February. 


Distraction or Inrsestates’ Estarss—Proviston ror Winows—Partiab 
Inrestacy—Inrestrates’ Estargs Act, 1890 (59 & 54 Vier. ¢ 29). 


This case raised the question whether the above Act applies to cases of 
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partial intestacy. A testator died leaving a widow. By his will he stated 
that she was amply provided for by settlement, and he made no further 
provision for her. Part of the provisions of the will took effect, but there 
was an intestacy as to the residue, the residuary legatees having prede- 
ceased him. The gross value of his estate was sworn under £5,038 2s. 5d., 
and the net residue was over £500. The legal personal representative of 
the widow claimed the sum of £500 as the widow’s provision under sections 
2 and 4 of the above Act in addition to her share of the residue remaining 
after payment of such provision. Counsel for the executors submitted 
that the Act only applied in cases of total intestacy. Counsel for the 
widow’s legal personal representative contended that the above Act was 
really only an amendment of the old Act of Charles II. as to intestates’ 
estates (22 & 23 Car. 2, c. 10) and in the words of Lord Eldon in construing 
the old Act (Zwisden v. Twisden, 9 Ves. 425) ‘‘it’’—i.e., intestate— 
‘means not a person making no will, but a person dying intestate as to 
the subject to be distributed by the statute,’’ and besides, section 6 of the 
1890 Act expressly mentioned ‘‘ testamentary ’’ expenses of the intestate. 
He also referred to the definition of ‘‘ intestate ’’ in 2 Stephen’s Commen- 
taries, 9th ed., p. 183. 

Currry, J., read the Act through and said that section 1 referred by impli- 
cation to the whole of a man’s real and personal estates, and that section 
2 expressly gave the widow a charge upon ‘‘the whole of such real and 

rsonal estates.’’ Sections 3 and 5 shewed how the charge was to be 

rne and how the realty was to be valued. Section 4 contained another 
express reference to the ‘* whole of such intestate’s real and personal estates.’’ 
Section 6 was, however, absolutely conclusive. It provided that the net 
value of such personal estate as aforesaid should be ascertained by deduct- 
ing from the gross value thereof all debts, funeral and testamentary 
expenses of the intestate, and all other lawful liabilities and charges to 
which the said personal estate should be subject. If the Act were intended 
to apply to that part of an estate as to which a person died intestate (e.7., 
a share of residue which lapsed), the effect of section 6 would be in direct 
opposition to the universal practice in the administration of estates, to 
throw the whole of the debts, funeral and testamentary expenses upon the 
lapsed share—i.c., upon the very part out of which it was contended that 
the widow was to get her £500. His lordship, therefore, thought the Act 
ouly applicd to cases of total intestacy. The expression ‘‘ testamentary 
expenses’’ in section 6 was evidently a slip in draftsmanship. It meant 
expenses of administration. It was not strictly accurate, but, taking the 
whole Act together, his lordship felt justified in reading it asa slip. The 
object of the Act was not to deal with the case of a millionaire who 
le a for his widow and died intestate as to part of his residue. The 

gislature did not mean the widow to get a clear £500 and her distribu- 
tive share as well in such a case. True, it could not be disputed that the 
Act of Charles II., which used the expression ‘‘ persons dying intestate,’’ 
gps to partial intestacy, but as his lordship read the Act of 1890 it 
only applied to cases of total intestacy.—CounseL, Creed ; Beaumont. 
Souicrrors, Guscotte, Wadham, & Daw, for Sparkes §& Pope, Exeter and 
Crediton ; Fladgates. 

[Reported by G. Rowiaxp Atstox, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


MORRIS +. TOTTENHAM AND FOREST GATE RAILWAY C0.—North, J., 
29th January. 


Ratrway Company —Compvisory Powers—Temporary Occvration — 
Necessary Prrrose—Raitways Criavses Act, 1845, s. 32. 

This was a motion on the part of Messrs. Protheroe & Morris, the 
plaintiffs in the action, for an interlocutory injunction to restrain the de- 
fendant company from entering upon and using a nursery ground at Leyton. 
The defendants’ railway in course of construction crosses the Great 
Eastern line at that place, and passes over the plaintiffs’ land. The 
defendants had served upon the plaintiffs a ten days’ notice under sections 
32 and 33 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, to enter upon and take tempo- 
rary possession of a piece of land, part of the nursery, ‘‘for the purpose of 
forming roads thereon to or from and by the side of the proposed railway 
during the construction of the railway.”’ It appeared that the object of 
the defendants was to lay down a temporary railroad (described by them 
as ‘‘a temporary siding’’), connecting Leytonstone station on the Great 
Eastern Railway with the new line, for the purpose of bringing material 
to be used in the construction of the line. It was argued by plaintiffs’ 
counsel (1) that section 32 of the Railways Clauses Act authorized the 
constraction uf a temporary road, but not a railroad; (2) that the tem- 
porary purpose must be one necessary to the construction of the railway, 
not merely to save expense, as here: Pugh v. Golden Valley Railway Co. 
(28 W. R. 44, 12 Ch. D. 274, 15 Ch. D. 330); Fenwick v. East London 
Railway Co. (23 W. R. 901, L. R. 20 Eq. 544), decided on section 16, must 
apply alco to section 32; (3) that the notice did not adequately specify the 
purpose for which the land was required ; that the land was required for a 
wider purpose than that authorized by section 32 of the Act—namely, the 
construction of ‘‘ that portion of the railway,’’ which meant that portion 
immediately contiguous to the land taken; (4) that, where there was a 
doubt as to the construction of the Act, it should be construed against the 
company: Simpsonv. South Staffordshire Waterworks Co. (138 W. R. 181,729; 
4 De G. J. & 8. 174). Counsel for the defendants argued (1) that ‘‘ road ” 
in section 32 included a tram or railroad; (2) that it was not incumbent 
upon them to shew that the proposed road was absolutely necessary to the 
construction of the railroad; it was enough that, having regard to the 
saving of expense and other circumstances, it was “fitting” that this 
land should be temporarily taken; compare use of word “ fitting’ in sec- 
‘tions 31 and 35; and section 32 was to be distinguished from section 16 ; (3) 
that the notice was sufficient, and the words ‘‘ that portion of the railway ”’ 
included the section on which the material to be brought from Leytonstone 
station was to be used. 








Nortu, J., said upon the cases decided he must grant the injunction. 
He would take it that the notice was sufficient, and that the company had 
adequately disclosed their purpose. He did not think that the description 
of the proposed road as a temporary siding was a very happy one; it was 
really a branch line, although not permanent. Did section 32 justify the 
defendants entering on the land and constructing such a tram or railroad 
upon it? His lordship then read the section, and observed that it was not 
necessary for him to put any construction upon the words “that portion 
of the railway.’” The purpose in question was that fourthly mentioned in 
section 32, ‘‘ forming roads thereon to or from, or by the side of the rail- 
way.”’ The learned judge did not think that such a railway was a road 
within the meaning of the section. Under the decisions cited in the argu- 
ment, sections 16 and 32 applied only to cases where what was proposed 
was necessary to the purposes of the railway. And further than that the 
Act was to be construed, as in Simpson v. South Staffordshire Waterworks 
Co., against the company where there was any doubt. Thus it was 
for the company to make out a case of necessity, which they had not done, 
The decisions shewed that the mere saving expense to the company, and 
a fortiori to the contractors of the company, was not a necessary purpose, 
The same construction applied to section 32 as to section 16, and no dis- 
tinction could be drawn. It had been urged that the phrase ‘‘ fitting,” in 
sections 31 and 35, shewed that it was not essential that the works should 
be necessary to the construction of the railway. But the argument on 
those sections did not convince him. Those sections might apply to cases 
where it was essential or necessary that land should be taken from one of 
several owners, but “‘ fitting ’’ that it should not be taken from some given 
one of them. An injunction was accordingly granted.—CounseL, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Dibdin ; Samuel Hall, Q.C.,and R. J. Parker, Soutscrrors, 
Vincent & Vincent ; Mathews § Browne. 

[Reported by G. B. M. Coors, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE QUEEN v. THE JUSTICES OF GLAMORGANSHIRE, Lx parte 
APPLEGATE; THE SAME +. THE SAME, Ex parte EVANS—lst 
February. 

Justices — Practice — Licensing Law— Rervusat To RENEW Licence — 
APPEAL TO QUARTER SEsstoNs—SERVICE OF NOTICE OF APPEAL—-LICENSING 
Act, 1828 (9 Go. 4, c. 61), s. 27—Summary Jurispiction Act, 1879 (42 
& 43 Vicr. c. 49), s. 31—Summany Jurispiction Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. 
c. 43), s. 7—InTerrReTATION Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 63), s. 13, sun- 
SECTION (11). 

These were applications for writs of mandamus directing the justices of 
Glamorganshire to hear and determine two appeals to the Glamorganshire 
Court of Quarter Sessions against the refusal of the licensing justices for 
the borough of Cardiff to grant renewals of the publicans’ licences for two 
houses in that borough. The question in both cases was whether it was 
necessary to serve the notice of appeal upon all the licensing justices who 
had heard the case. In Applegate’s case eleven justices out of the twelve who 
had sat had been served by the appellant, and in Evans’s case only four. 
In both cases the head constable of Cardiff and the clerk to the justices had 
been served. The court of quarter sessions had declined to entertain the 
appeals, on the ground that the appellants had not served all the twelve 
justices. The appeal was brought under the Licensing Act, 1828, s. 27, 
which provides that ‘‘any person who shall think himself aggrieved by 
any act of any justice done in the execution of that Act may appeal’’ to 
the quarter sessions, ‘‘ provided that such person shall give to such justice 
notice in writing of his intention to appeal,’’ &c. Section 37 enacts that 
the word ‘‘ justice ” in that Act shall be deemed to include ‘‘ any number 
of justices.”” In support of the decision of the quarter sessions it was 
argued that the procedure on licensing appeals was regulated by the Licen- 
sing Act, 1828, and that the provisions of the Summary Jurisdiction Acts 
as to appeals did not apply. 2. v. The Justices of Bedfordshine (11 A. & E. 
134) and R. v. The Justices of Cheshire (Ibid. 139) were cited. On the other 
side it was contended that the procedure upon licensing appeals was now 
governed by the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, and that service upon the 
clerk to the justices was sufficient. R. v. The Justices of Warwickshire (6 
A. & E. 873), R. v. The Justices of Glamorganshire (37 W. R. 493, 22 
Q. B. D, 628), and Ex parte Curtis (26W. RK. 210, 3 Q. B. D. 13) were cited. 
The chief enactments bearing on the question are—the Summary Juris- 
diction Act, 1879, s. 31: ‘‘ Where any person is authorized by this Act or 
by any future Act to appeal from the conviction or order of a court of 
summary jurisdiction to a court of quarter sessions he may appeal to such 
court subject tothe conditions and regulations following—(2) the appellant 
shall . . . give notice of appeal by serving on the other party and on 
the clerk of the said court of summary jurisdiction notice in writing of 
his attention to appeal,’ &c. ; the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, s. 7, 
which enlarges the definition of ‘‘ court of sufimary jurisdiction” in 
section 50 of the Act of 1879 so as to include ‘‘ such justice, justices, or 
magistrate as therein mentioned, whether acting under the Summary 
Jurisdiction Acts, or any of them, or under any other Act, or by virtue of 
his or their commission, or by the common law.’’ That section is repealed 
by section 41 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, which enacts (s. 1%, sub- 
section 11): ‘*The expression ‘court of summary jurisdiction’ shall 
mean any justice or justices of the peace or other magistrate by whatever 
name called to whom jurisdiction is given by or who is authorized to act 
under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts whether in England, Wales, or 
Ireland, and whether acting under the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, or any 
of them, or under under any other Act, or by virtue of his commission, or 
under the common law.”’ 


Feb. 6, 1892. ‘ 
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Lawrance, J.: Iam of opinion that this mandamus ought to go. The 
question is whether this appeal to the court of quarter sessions can be 
heard or not, notice not having been given to all the justices whc adjudi- 
cated upon the case. In my judgment the provisions of the Summary 
Jurisdiction Acts as to appeals apply to an appeal from the licensing 
justices. The object of the provisions contained in the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879, s. 31, the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, s. 7, 
and the Interpretation Act, 1889, s. 13, sub-section (11), when read 
together is to procure uniformity in the procedure upon ‘appeals from 
justices. Now under section 31 of the Act of 1879 and the decisions 
which have been cited to us notice of appeal given within the proper time 
to the clerk to the magistrates is sufficient notice of appeal to satisfy the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts. That notice was given in the cases before us, 
and I am of opinion that that is enough. 

Wuuicurt, J. [after stating the facts, continued :—-] If the case stood 
upon the old Jaw, as regulated by the Act of Geo. 4, I think that we should 
have been obliged to say that this notice of appeal was insufficient. But 
the law has been altered by the Summary Jurisdiction Acts, and I believe 
that section 7 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, and section 13, 
sub-section (11), of the Interpretation Act, 1889, which is now substituted 
for it, are wide enough to extend the provisions as to appeal in the Sum- 
mary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, to all appeals from the decisions of justices. 
I think that that is established by the case of The Queen v. Justices of Gla- 
morganshive, subject to the exception laid down in The Queen v. Justices of 
Somersetshire (37 W. R. 492, 22 Q. B. D. 625). Section 31 of the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1874, provides that all that is necessary is that notice 
should be served upon ‘“‘ the other party’’ and the clerk; if there is no 
other party I think the section may be read as saying ‘‘ the other party (if 
any).’’ But here the head constable had appeared at the licensing sessions, 
and he was served, and the clerk to the justices was also served. Injustice 
would certainly have been done in these cases if service on all the justices 
were required, for, as Mr. Poland has pointed out, it was impossible to 
find out which justices had actually sat at the licensing sessions. 
Mandamus accordingly.—Covunse., Arthur Lewis; B. F. Williams, Q.C., and 
A. J. David ; Walton, Q.C., and J. Paterson ; Poland, Q C., and J. Paterson. 
Soricrrors, IJliffes, Henley, §& Sweet, for E. Allen, Cardiff; Rooks § Co., for 
G. David, Cardiff; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for H. Cousins, Cardiff ; Riddell 
§ Vaizey, for J. H. Jones, Cardiff. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.! 


SWANSEA IMPROVEMENTS AND TRAMWAY CO. v. SWANSEA URBAN 
SANITARY AUTHORITY—27th January. 


Loca GovERNMENT—GENERAL District Rate—‘‘ LAND UsED ONLY AS A 
Ramway ’’—Lanp occurrep by Tramway —Pvusiic Heart Act, 1875 (38 
& 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 211, sun-sEctron (1) (). 

This was an appeal by way of special case from the decision of the 
Glamorganshire Court of Quarter Sessions confirming the assessment of a 
general district rate upon the full net annual vaiue of the appellants’ 
land, upon the ground that the land (upon which their tramway lines were 
laid) was not ‘‘land used only as a railway’’ within the meaning of 
section 211, sub-section (1) (4), of the Public Health Act, 1875, and, 
therefore, was not entitled to be rated upon one-fourth part only of its 
net annual value. The facts and arguments are sufficiently stated in the 
judgment of the Courr (HAwxkrns and W111s, JJ.), which was delivered by 

Wits, J.: In this case, which was argued before us yesterday, the 
question is whether tramways, for the purpose of rating under the Pubiic 
Health Act, fall under the exemption, or part of the exemption, which is 
provided in the case of a railway. The question arises on the 211th section 
of the Public Health Act, the material words of which are, ‘‘ any land 
covered with water or used only as a canal or towing-path for the same, 
or as a railway,’’ will be rated at one-fourth of the value. It was argued 
that the word ‘‘ only’’ does not apply to the railway. I can see no 
reason why it should not. The natural construction of the words would 
make it so applicable, and if, in the second member of the phrase, it was 
intended to omit that word, the natural way of expressing it would have 
been to have said, ‘‘ used only as a canal, &c., or as a railway.” ‘‘ Used 
only’? in one branch of the sentence, followed by ‘“‘or as’’ in the 
other, seems to imply that the word ‘‘only”’ covers them both. But 
it seems to me immaterial for the purposes of this case and the question 
which we have to decide, because the objection which has been taken 
on the part of the respondents, which, in my opinion, is a good one, is 
that tramways are something essentially different from railways, and that 
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Parliament under which it was made, “‘ railway or tramroad to Oyster- 
mouth ’’—and of a series of tramways proper which are indistinguishable 
from any other tramways which are carried on in any part of the United 
Kingdom. In the earlier Act of 1844 the undertaking to which that Act 
applies is described as a ‘‘ railway or tramroad.” Afterwards a number 
of otuer Acts were passed, by which the present tramway company have 
powers of laying down a considerable number of tramways and 

large street improvements. They also obtained power under the Act of 
1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. cxxxviii.) to become the owners for the time being 
of the Oystermouth Railway or Tramroad, and to make a considerable 
number of tramways, and the present question arises, not with regard to 
the Oystermouth Railway or Tramroad, but with regard to the tramways 
proper, which have been made under the provisions of this Act of 1874. 
The 67th section and a group of sections beginning with the 80th 
section seem to me to shew conclusively that these are the ordinary 
tramways which are laid along the streets of a great town, and which are 
indistinguishable from tramways as ordinarily understcod. Parts 2 and 3 
of the Tramways Act of 1870 are specifically incorporated. Farther, to 
take away all doubt which might ari~e frum the fact that this tramway 
company now owns the Oystermouth Railway, it is provided in section 97, 
sub-section 4, that ‘“‘ that railway or tramroad’’—that is, the Oyster- 
mouth—“ shall be, for all purposes of tolls, rates, and charges, and all 
other purposes, part of the tramway undertaking.” So that there is 
nothing in that section, or, as it seems to me, in any other part of the 
Act, which constitutes these tramways anything but the ordinary tram- 
ways so understood in general language, and of the same class as tramways 
all through the country. It is quite impossible to suppose that, under a - 
section which created an exception in favour of railways, the ordinary 
street tramways could have been intended to be included. For these 
reasons I am of opinion that this appeal ought to be dismissed, with 
costs.—CounseL, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., and Edward Boyle ; Finlay, Q.C., 
and Darid Lewis. Soxicrrors, Arnold, Williams, § Co. ; Sharpe, Parkers, $ 
Co., for John Thomas, Town Clerk, Swansea. 

(Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


THE QUEEN r. MOORE & BROOKS—C.C.R., 30th January. 


EvipencE—AFFIRMATION—OBJECTION TO BEING SwoRN—RELIGIOUs BELIEF— 
Oatus Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 46), s. 1. 


Case stated by the Deputy-Chairman of the North London Court of 
Quarter Sessions. The prisoners were convicted at Clerkenwell on the 5th 
of November, 1891, for larceny. The prosecutor, Lakhin Dass, was a 
native of India. Before he entered the witness box a conversation took place 
between him and the usher of the court, which was at the time inaudible 
to the chairman and to the counsel, but was, after the verdict had been 
taken, ascertained to be as follows :—The witness was asked by the usher 
if he wished to be sworn on the Bible, he answered ‘‘No’’; he was then 
asked if he wished to be sworn on the Koran, and he answered ‘‘ No’’; he 
was then asked if he wished to affirm, and he said ‘‘ Yes.’’ He then 
entered the witness box, and affirmed in the terms prescribed by the Oaths 
Act, 1888, no objection being made or question asked as to his right to 
affirm by the chairman or counsel. In cross-examination he said, ‘‘ I am 
a native of India. I was sworn at the police court. I havea religion. 1 
believe in the existence of a God. I respect all religious things. I could 
swear upon any religious book which ——— the existence of a God. I 
was sworn at the police court on the Bible.’”” There was not sufficient 
evidence to support the conviction without that of Lakhin Dass. Ojec- 
tion was taken after the verdict had been given by the counsel for the 
prisoner that the provisions of the Oaths Act, 1888, had not been complied 
with. The deputy-chairman held that as the witness had been offered the 
Bible and the Koran for the purpose of being sworn, he had elected to take 
the benefit of the 1st section of the Oaths Act, 1888, and that it was un- 
necessary to put specific questions to him as to whether he had an objec- 
tion to be sworn, or had no religious belief, or whether the taking of an 
oath was contrary to his belief. The deputy-chairman also thought that 
the objection to the reception of the evidence had been taken t»o late, and 
that the case differed in that respect from Reg. v Gibson (18 Q. B. D. 537). 
Section 1 of the Oaths Act, 1888, provides that ‘‘every person, upon 
objecting to be sworn, and stating as the ground of such objection either 
that he has no religious belief, or that the taking of an oath is con- 
trary to his religious belief, shall be permitted to make his solemn 
affirmation. a 
Tue Covet (Hawkins, Writs, Caries, Lawrance, and Wricut, JJ.) 





in the legislation of 1875, where railways are spoken of, they cannot | were all of opinion that the chairman was wrong in admitting the witness 


possibly have been supposed to include tramways. By that time tramways 


Lakhin Dass to give evidence under the circumstances stated ; that before 


had been thoroughly well introduced, and were so completely part of the | allowing the witness to affirm he was bound to ascertain whether the 
ordinary communication made use of in this country that in 1870 a Tramways | witness was entitled under the Ist section of the Oaths Act, 1888, to make 
Act had been passed which consolidates the provisions which, in all ordinary | his affirmation instead of taking the oath ; and that the objection by the 


cases, are for the future to apply to tramways. The Legislature, when 


prisoner’s counsel had not been taken too late. The conviction was 


it passed that Act, did not think it necessary to define a tramway ; and I | accordingly quashed.—Counsg, C. F. Gill (by request of the deputy chair- 
shall not attempt to define either railway or tramway. But it appears to | man); 2. . Germaine. Soxtcrror, The Solicitor to the Treasury. 


me to be sufficient to say that no ordinary person has had any difficulty in 
distinguishing between the two; and it seems to me that the exemption 


[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


in favour of railways cannot possibly, by the Act passed in 1875, have | REG. v. HENLEY AND OTHERS (JUSTICES) AND HUTCHINGS—26th 


been intended to cover tramways. That seems to me to be a sufficient 


January. 


[eever to the objection which has been minds om beball of the Po i pellante. Justics or THE Pgacr—Bras prisquatiryina—Satmon Frsnery Act, 1865 


But then it was argued that in this case there were some special circum- 
stances in the legislation with regard to the Swansea tramways which 
took this particular case out of such general consideration. The tram- 


(28 & 29 Vier. c. 121), s. 61. 
The question involved in this case was whether a justice of the 


ways were formed under a variety of Acts, the earlier one being an Act of | was disqualified from hearing a case under the Salmon Fishery Acts by 
1844. When I say the tramways, I mean the tramways and certain other | reason of his having been present at a meeting of the Board of Conservators 


Portions of the undertaking which are now carried on by the tramways 


at which the prosecution was resolved upon, and havi 


voted for the 





company, which consist of a railway—that which is called in the Act of! resolution. At the meeting in question, which was held by the Board of 
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Conservators for the Axe Fishery District, Mr. Churchill Langdon, a | 
county istrate, was present, together with five other magistrates, Mr. 
Langdon, however, taking no further part than by voting for a resolution | 
directing the prosecution of J. C. Small and thirteen others for illegally | 
taking trout by catching them with their hands, contrary to the provisions | 
of the Salmon Fishery Acts. The board had power to direct prosecutions | 
under the provisions of the Salmon Fishery Act, 1865, s. 27, sub-section 4. 
The case was heard on the 13th of July before three magistrates, of whom 
Mr. Langdon was one, anc the defendant Small was convicted and fined 
10s. and £6 9s. costs, to go to the informer, the rest of the de- 
fendants being acquitted. The defendant applied for a writ of certiorari 
to bring up and quash the conviction, on the ground that Mr. Langdon 
was disqualified from hearing the case. It was contended by counsel for 
the respondents, in support of the conviction, that, by reason of section 61 
of the Salmon Fishery Act of 1865, Mr. Langdon was not disqualified. 
The section provided that no magistrate should be disqualified from 
hearing a case under the Salmon Fishery Acts by reason of his being a 
member of a board of conservators or a subscriber to any society for the 
protection of salmon and trout, but continued : ‘‘ Provided that no justice | 
of the peace shall be entitled to hear any case in respect of an offence 


committed on his own land.’’ That express exception, therefore, in the | 


section excludes other exceptions, and distinguishes the case from Reg. v. 
Lee (9 Q. B. D. 394), which was the cause of the section bemg inserted in 
the Act. The section, moreover, differs from the 258th section of the 
Public Health Act, 1875, upon which Reg. v. Ice is an authority. Under 
that Act anyone may prosecute. Here the conservators are bound to. 
Bias must be substantial in order to disqualify, though any pecuniary 
interest may do so. He cited Anderson v. Hamblin (25 Q. B. D. 221) and Reg. 
v. Handsicy (30 W. R. 368, 8 Q. B. D. 383). Counsel for the informer, in 
support of the conviction on the facts, and for the applicants for the rule, 
were not called upon. 

Lawrance, J.—The rule must be made absolute. The cases which have 
been cited are strong guides to justices under such circumstances as we find 
here. I entirely agree with what was said by Mellor, J., in Reg. v. Allen 


(33 L. J. M. C. 98)—viz., that ‘‘it is exceedingly desirable that justice | 
should be administered by persons who could not be suspected of any— | 


even indirectly—interested motive.’ And I think it most desirable that 
the impression should not be left upon the mind of any person that the 
magistrates who tried a case were biassed. 

Waicut, J.—I agree. I think Reg. vy. [ee is in point. Rule absolute. 
Conviction quashed.—CotnseL, Crump, Q.C., and Hertall; C. Matthews ; 
Roberts. Souicrrors, Ford & Ford, for Wansbrough & Robinson, Bristol ; 
were not Tweed, Honiton. 

[Reported by J. P. Metton, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re LLANDUDNO IMPROVEMENT COMMISSIONERS—27th January. 


Maspamvs—Arpiication ror, To Approve Prans—Lecat Ruicut or | 


Appiicant—Ossect Uttra Vimes. 
Application by the Llandudno Pier Co. for a prerogative writ of 


oandamus directing the Liandudno Improvement Commissioners to | 
approve certain plans for the erection of a theatre at the end of the pier | 


abutting on the promenade in front of the town. The pier company were 
constituted by certain provisional orders under the provisions of the Piers 


and Harbours Acts, 1361 and 1862, confirmed by Act of Parliament of 39 & | 
40 Vict. c. 40, for the purpose of constructing a promenade pier and | 
landing stage, with proper works for the embarking and landing of pas- | 


and goods, and were empowered to erect on the pier or approaches 
“tramways, toll-houses, shops, saloons, bazaars, &c.,’’ but with no 
mention of a ‘‘theatre.”” By further provisional orders in 1880, confirmed 
by an Act of 43 & 44 Vict. c. 85, the company obtained powers to build a 
= on the pier. The plans for the theatre had been approved by the 


of Trade, but the commissioners declined to pass them. The | 


company then obtained the present rule. It was argued by counsel for 
the commissioners in shewing cause that they were justified in refusing to 
ganction the proposed theatre, on the grounds (1) that it would impede and 
disfigure the promenade, which, by their local Act, they were charged 
with the duty of maintaining and protecting; and (2) that the pier 
company had no legal right to build a theatre at all. They were stopped 
the court. It was contended by counsel for the pier company, in 
support of the rule, that the commissioners were not entitled to consider 
any other question than whether or not the plans complied with their 
é-laws, as to which the borough surveyor had reported in their favour. 
was 4 statutory duty on the commissioners to approve or disapprove, 
and, in the latter case, to give grounds. The promenade was made a 
highway by the local Act, and as the urban sanitary authority, as to the 
promenade, they could only inquire into the safety of the buildings. 
Tur Cover (Lawzaxce and Wuiout, JJ.) discharged the rule. 
Lawnaxce, J.—It is said by the pier company that they are entitled to 
build this theatre under their Acts. In my judgment, nothing of the kind 
was contemplated by the words of the section. If their contention were 
i there would have been no necemity for them to get special powers, 
ae they did in 16%, for the erection of a pavilion. | am not satisfied, 
theretore, that they have a legal right to build a theatre, and the rule for 
& mandamus Tone be discharged. 
Wauswut, J.—The wnapany were called into existence by their Actes to 
vide 4 pher with reawmable accommodation, but a theatre is not men- 
Tt. think, therefore, that they have no right to build one, and 
ommpnynently, though with wome doubt and hesitation, that they have not 
wuficient legal right to ack us for « mandamus, 1 think «a mandamus 


taust require 2 legal right, otherwise the court might enable parties to act 
ara vires, Yale diecharged.—Coveen,, J. Lawwn Walton, ., and Z. H. | 


Lloyd; Jelf, Q.C., and Marshall. Soutcrrors, Minshali § Co., for Pugh § 
Bone, Liandudno; Belfrage § Co., for Chamberlain § Johnson, Liandudno. 
‘Reported by J. P. Me.tor, Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. v. ASHFORTH—29th January. 


Extrapirion Convention (Untrep Srares, Apriz, 1890), Arr. VIIT.— 
Hapeas Corrvs. . 

On the return to a writ of habeas corpus to bring up the body of one 
J. J. Ashforth, it was stated he had been committed to prison under a 
warrant of Sir John Bridge, police magistrate at Bow-street office. He 
now appeared to shew cause why he should not be surrendered in pursu- 
ance of the United States Extradition Convention (1890), on the ground of 
his being accused of certain crimes coming within sections 528-530 of the 
United States Penal Code. By Article VIII. of the above-mentioned Con- 
vention it is laid down that the Convention shall not apply to any of the 
crimes therein specified which shall have been committed, or to any con- 
viction which shall have been pronounced, prior to the date at which the 
Convention came into force—viz., April 4, 1890. The alleged facts of the 
| case were as follows :—The prisoner, who was the secretary of an American 
commercial society, being charged with five several thefts of moneys from 
| that association, absconded and fled to England, where he was ultimately 
arrested under a provisional warrant. ‘The affidavits of the manager, one 
of the directors, and the attorney of the association in support of the 
charge were read, and for the Crown it was contended that they consti- 
tuted sufficient primd facie evidence to uphold the warrant, that the charge 
was laid within the time contemplated by the Convention, and that it was 
not the business of the court to inquire what charge the prisoner would be 
tried upon in America. On behalf of the prisoner it was urged that there 
was no evidence on the depositions of ‘‘ grand larceny’’ as defined by 
sections 528-530 of the United States Penal Code having been committed 
subsequent to April, 1890, the date of the Convention, that there was thus 
no primé facie evidence, such as a judge trying the case ought to submit to 
a jury, on which to send him to the United States for trial. 

Hawkins, J., in delivering judgment said the prisoner must be dis- 
charged. No date was assigned in the depositions to one of the most 
important transactions, and no original documents said to be exhibited 
| were forthcoming. ‘There was, further, no evidence to justify the court 
| acting under the previous Convention of August 9, 1842. The Convention 
| of April 4, 1890, did not apply to crimes committed prior to that date, and 

there was not a particle of evidence to be found that the alleged crimes 
were committed after April 4. In support of his opinion the learned 
| judge quoted Reg. v. Wilson (3 Q. B. D. 42). 
Wits, J., concurred. —Covunsex, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Sir E. Clarke, 
8.G., and Sutton ; Poland, Q.C., and Earle. Souicrror, Arthur Newton. 
[Reported by H. RowLanp Brows, Barrister-at-Law. 


WILLETTS ». WATT—22nd January. 
Master anp Servant—Emp.toyers’ Lianmry Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 
42), s. 1, sus-section 1—Derect rn THE ConpiTIon or Way—‘t Way,’’ 
Wuat ts? 


In this case questions were raised as to what constituted a ‘‘ way,’’ and 
as to what was a “‘ defect’’ in a way, within the meaning of sub-section 1 
of section 1 of the Employers’ Liability Act. The plaintiff in the action 
(which was tried before Judge Griffith and a jury at the West Bromwich 
County Court) was a hammerman in the employment of the defendants, a 
firm of engineers, and was crossing the floor of a yard or workshop on the 
defendants’ premises when he fell into a pit or well which was temporarily 
uncovered, sustaining personal injuries for which he brought the action. 
The evidence was that the yard was some 50 yds. by 50ft., that there were 
scattered about over it a number of appliances for the purposes of the 
business, and amongst others the well or pit in question. The ordinary 
means for testing a certain ‘‘drum’”’ not being available, the well was 
uncovered and the ‘‘drum’”’ placed partially over it for the purpose of 
being emptied. It had not been previously uncovered for some six years, 
and there was no finding of contributory negligence. The learned county 
court judge directed the jury that the well was a ‘“‘way’’ within 
the meaning of section 1 of sub-section 1 of the Act, and that there 
was a “‘ defect’ in it within the same sub-section, and left to the jury 
the question whether or no the defendants were guilty of negligence in 
not having repaired it. ‘The jury found for the plaintiff for £150 damages, 
and the defendants appealed. It was argued by counsel for the 
appellant that in order to come within the sub-section there must be a 
‘*way’’ set apart or provided as a passage. The Act did not, as was 
pointed out by Field, J., in McGifin v. Palmer's Shipbuilding Co. (10 
Q. B. D. 5), contemplate merely a space over which there was a right of 
way, or over which people might pass if they liked. It was material to 
consider the intention with which the place in question was provided or 
constructed. If this was a ‘‘ way” the whole of the yard would bea 
‘‘way.’’ Further, in order to constitute a ‘‘ defect’’ in the way there 
must be some deterioration of a permanent character in the condition of the 
way, and not, as here, caused by the temporary removal of some part of it 
which was intended to be removed from time to time : Mc(ifin vy. Palmer's 
Shipluilding Co. (supra), Pegram v. Diekson (55 L. J. Q. B. 447). The 
real test is, how is the ‘‘defect’’ to be remedied’ ‘The cause of action 
here, if any, was under sub-section 2. The court, however, intimated, 
though they did not decide, that they thought there was a ‘ defect’’ 
within the sub-section. On behalf of the respondent it was contended 
that the Act did not mean a ‘defined’? way. Every part of the yard 
which might reasonably be used for passage is a ‘' way” within the 
meaning of the Act. 

Tux Covur (Hawkins and Wii14, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
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Hawx1ns, J.: Judgment must be entered for the defendants in this case 
because the place where the plaintiff fell was not a ‘‘ way” within the 
meaning of the Act. It is not necessary, therefore, for us to decide 
whether or not it was ‘‘ defective,’ although I think it would have been. 
Here there was a large yard, in which were various buildings and appli- 
ances used for the purposes of the business, such, for instance, as steam- 
hammers, an office, and tanks ; and indeed the whole yard seems to have 
been occupied by such things, and there seems to have been no defined 
way by which workmen ought to pass. Now I think that by ‘‘ way” the 
Legislature intended some passage pointed out for use, but here, on the 
contrary, anyone walking into the yard could see no defined way, but rather 
a number of things scattered about. If the plaintiff’s interpretation were 
sound, then, if he had fallen into one of the ordinary tanks, the defendants 
would have been liable. 

Wis, J.: The plaintiff’s contention here is that every line that could 
be drawn across this yard is a ‘‘way.’’ If this were correct it would 
throw a most unreasonable burden upon the owners.-—CounseL, Hugo 
Young ; Disturnal. Soxicrtors, Willeock & Taylor, Wolverhampton ; 
Keane, Rogers, § Co., for Rankin § Miller, West Bromwich. 

{Reported by J. P. Metxor, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 


26 January—Cuaries Henny Hoane (Great Tower-street, in the City of 
London). 


LAW SOCIETIES, 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Spectra, General MEeEt«Ne. 

A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, January 29, at the society’s hall, Chancery-lane, the chair being 
taken by the president (Mr. W. Metmorn Watters). There was a large 
attendance. 

PrestDENt’s OPENING REMARKS. 


The Presment: There are one or two observations I wish to make 
before the proceedings commence, so as to put the meeting in possession of 
the facts as to the position of things up to the present. The first item on 
the agenda is a motion by Mr. Chamberiain in reference to the Middlesex 
Registry. The society will remember that in the course of the proceedings 
at Seeeth I gave an account of what had been done in that matter. A 
Bill had been brought in to repeal the Middlesex Registry Act practically, 
and to introduce a new system of registration. We felt that there were very 
strong objections to that, and these objections we communicated to the 
Government, and ultimately it ended by reforms being made in every 
respect as far as our objections were concerned, and the Bill was passed as 
amended, in accordance with our suggestions. Some little time ago a fresh 
set of rules was proposed to be issued for the working of the registry. Before 
being issued the heads of the rules were submitted to us, and we found that 
they went very much upon the lines which we found to be objectionable 
in the Bill of last session. We therefore had an interview with the Lord 
Chancellor, and the result of that interview has been that the draft of the new 
rules are before us for consideration, and that our views have again been met 
almost in the fullest way. We have gone through these draft rules very 
carefully, and have made a report upon them, which we are now sending 
in to the Lord Chancellor, and I may say I think the result will be that the 
rules will be very much improved and the fees somewhat reduced. Of 
course we had a right to think that when it became a public institution the 
fees would be considerably reduced, and that it would be no longer an office 
out of which a profit was to be made, The presumption is that if the 
Middlesex Registry is to provide an income for an office which has been an 
annual loss, I suppose the fees must go to enable the Land Registry to be a 
paying institution, The next motion is one by Mr. Munton on the subject 
of ‘‘ Our Legal System.’’ I have communicated with him to the effect that 
I think the carrying of a motion of that kind will somewhat embarrass the 
council—that it will tie their hands in the position they are in. We have 
committees working with the Bar Committee on various subjects—one is the 
chancery business ; another, the winding up of committzes ; another, the 
business of the Guildhall courts. If we add to that another committee, we 
increase complications, and, in addition to all this, I have a communication 
from the committee of judyss asking for a deputation from our body to 
meet them upon subjects und +: their consideration. If we have to put all 
these things before a mixed committee who have not been dealing with this 
subject before, we shall be very much hampered in our deliberations, and 

rticularly, as at the present moment, we have to act at once. I am asked 
if I cannot send in suggestions on Tuesday or Wednesday. It has been 
necessary, therefore, to call our committee together, who will meet as soon 
as Mr. Ford will let us get away from this meeting. The next item isa 
motion by Mr. Munton with reference to ‘‘ Lectures and Classes.” The 
motion contains very good suggestions, but which I venture to think would 
almost better be referred to the Examination Committee, who are now 
considering the subject of lectures and classes. The society will remember 
that Mr. Addison read a paper on the subject at Plymouth, and it is a 
very difficult question, We provide the lectures and the classes, but gentle- 
men prefer to get their education elsewhere, and the {* coach *’ is the order of 
the day, and tho lectures and classes go to the wall in hisfavour. The whole 
subject is under tho consideration of our Examination Committee, and it 
wcourred to me that it would be a very good thing to suggest to them the 


desirability of obtaining the views of the 
by offering a prize for an essay. That Mr. 
consider. Then we have a series of in 

which I hope I shall be able to answer to 
have coached m: up for the answers and am prepared to stand cross- 
examination, I only hope that Mr. Ford, having to the strictures 
that have recently been thrown upon learned counsel in the way of cross- 
examination, will have pity upon me and will not press his questions too 


egg ghee a ig | 
unton, I have no bt, will 
ies which Mr. Ford puts, and 
is satisfaction and my own. I 


hard. Then Mr. Ford has given notice of a motion with to ** Justices’ 
Clerks Conducting Prosecu’ .”? I think I had better ly explain to 
the society the present position of affairs. A Bill was to be intro- 


duced in 1890 upon that subject, and the council considered it, and having 
heard that it was to make the consent of the committing magis- 
trates a condition precedent to the employment of their clerks in conducti 
prosecutions, passed a resolution that they saw no objection to the 

and they communicated it to the pomone Bowmen Fy The committee made 
a report, but before onprting & Ge council thought it desirable to have the 
views of the provincial Law Societies, and a circular was accordingly addressed 
to them on the subject. The result was that replies were received from twenty- 
two societies, which indicated that on the main question—namely, whether 
extension to county justices’ clerks of the disqualification which 

exists in boroughs should be mad t difference of opinion él 
So much difference of opinion prevailed that the council did not think it 
expedient to take any further action in the matter—and there it stands at 
present. It will be for you to say whether you think the question should 
now be taken up or not. Another motion of Mr. Ford's is that upon the 
subject of ‘‘ Encroachments upon the Profession.*’ I shrewdly guess that 
he is having a hit here at . Keen; and, if so, I do think it is hard. 
Because, if we have a champion against the unqualified practitioner, one 
man who has strained ig Soong: to deal deadly blows against the 
unqualified offender, it is Mr. . However, it is not for me to defend 
him. The society referred to appears to me to be a society of a co-operative 
kind, and it comes to this—that we, as solicitors, or some of us, agree that 
instead of sending our business to the stationer, we will do it ourselves. 
And we have some sort of saf in that the directors consist of well- 
known solicitors, who, we should hope, for their own sakes, if not for the 
profession, would endeavour not to encroach upon legal work. If not—if 
they allow any such encroachment—they are setting a t which 
law stationers will not be slow to follow. One other matter—Mr. Ford 
calls attention to a donation to the Clare Market Mission Fund, and his 
motion I think, upon a misconception. Therefore, perhaps I ought 
to tell the society what the position—— 

Mr. Forp: Iam alle beggin but I rise, with the greatest possible 
respect, to order. My point is whether, as president of the society, and 
chairman of this meeting, it is fitting and competent for you to deal with a 
subject before it comes on. 

e Presment: My opinion is that the society ought to be put into 
possession of all the information the council has upon the subject. Iam 
going to give that information, and Mr. Ford can make his comments 
it > donation schened to tun diets ib alll of Gin sainthes Tankel 
Market, not to promote a memorial to a deceased member of Parliament—and 
it has not been applied to a memorial to a deceased member of Parliament. 
The donation was given long before the death of Mr. Smith, and it is 
similar to donations given by the council to other charitable institutions in 
the district which we considered to have a claim upon us. I am bound to say 
this, that I was not aware tiil I saw this motion of anything as to Mr. 
Smith having had anything to do with the Clare Market mission. It is 
news to me to hear that a donation to the mission was promoting a memorial 
to a deceased member of Parliament. It was not so. On the last motion by 
Mr. Ford on the ‘‘ Judicature Acts and Legal Procedure,”’ I do not think 
I have any opinion to give except this—that, as I have mentioned before, a 
joint committee of the bar and this council has been appointed to deal 
with the subject. 

Mippissex Reorstey. 


a. y.% Couneme Speen with notice, ae = 5 — 
“ t the committee on diesex Registry, appointed on January 31, 
1890, to consider and report to the council on the present practice at the 
Registry, be also to obtain evidence and consider and report to 
the council on the advisability of the retention or abolition of the Registry." 
He said the members we recollect that two years ago—namely, in 
January, 1890—a committee was appointed, the terms of the resolution 
being as follows:—* That, having regard to the decision im the several 
cases of Munton v. Lord Trere, it is expedient that a special committee 
should be appointed to consider and report to the council on the present 
practice of the Registry.’’ A committee was then appointed, consisting of 
six members of the council and two outsiders—viz., Mr. Munton and 
nale, ing 1890 > committee did very little, as far as ty a - 
e beginning of 1891 the position was totally ¢ by death 
Lord Truro. Directly after that the Lord Chancellor, with an astute 
common sense they must oS vey cn Conte, wis i 
annexing the Middlesex Registry to a useless and moribund affive the 
Land istry, and a very few days indeed ela before he moved in the 
matter. e Bill had been forwanl wi diligence in Partia- 
ment, and early in May the istrar of the Land Registry was appointed 
the Rogistrar of the Middlesex istry. He (Mr. Chamberlain) could se 
in that very little more than attaching the miserable office of the Land 
snares te Gen Si SE Sena well by means of its fees in the 
ere keeping that afloat ——e two go & . A farther 
Bill had been brought in by the I Chancellor in June for 
permanent the connection between the two offices. That Bill had been 
passed, and the Lord Chancellor made rules which woukl come into oper 








tion shortly, In consideration of these matters, some af the members af 
the committee had had forced upon their attention the question whether the 
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Middlesex Registry was an office which it was expedient to continue or not, 
because there might be two opinions on the matter. Those who thought it 
should be continued would go to the length that it should be extended to 
the other counties, and others thought it should be abolished. 

Mr. F. K. Muxror (London) secondéd the motion, He stated that 
during the last ten or twelve years he had more or less polled the profession ; 
certainly he had spoken to at least 300 or 400 of the leading members of the 
profession at various times, upon the question as to whether it was or was 
not desirable to abolish the Middlesex Registry, and he had found that 
there was so t a difference of opinion between those members of the 
ion with whom he had spoken on the subject that it was almost 
impossible to form an adequate idea as to what ovght to be done. But he 
saw no reason why the instructions in the motion should not be added to the 
subject matter the committee was already considering. 

Mr. C. Forp (London) observed that the committee to which reference 
had been made had been appointed by the society, and not by the council, 
and it was expected that whatever report was issued should not be put 
away in a pigeon-hole, but that it should be laid before the members of the 
society. It was most desirable that whenever a report was made it should 
be submitted to the members, therefore there must be an amendment if 
they were going to have this committee. He did not think much of it, but 
if they were to have it he would move as an amendment: “ That the report 
be submitted to the members of the society."” He moved to add the words: 
“« And that such report be laid before this society for its consideration at the 
general meeting next, following the presentation of the report to the 


The amendment was not seconded. 

The Presmpest: There is one verbal amendment I would suggest to Mr. 
Chamberlain. He says, ‘‘ Be also requested to obtain evidence,” Ke. Is ita 
case of obtaining evidence: Is not it rather opinions than evidence which 
you require? Would not it be better to omit the words “ obtain evidence 
and consider and ~’ 

Mr. Cuamsereiars signified his assent. 

The motion was then adopted in the following form:—‘‘ That the 
committee on the Middlesex Registry, appointed on January 31, 1890, to 
consider and report to the council on the present practice at the Registry, be 
also requested to consider and report to the council on the advisability of the 
retention or abolition of the Registry.”’ 


Lectures aND CLASSES. 





Mr. Mcsrow had given notice of the following motion :—‘‘That it is | 


desirable to offer a prize for the best essay on this subject, the candidates to 


be limited to those who have attended one series at least of the society’s | 


lectures and classes since November, 1884.’" He said he had been very 
much struck with the excellent paper which Mr. Addison had read upon this 
subject at the provincial meeting at Plymouth, and as he (Mr. Munton) was 
one of the few solicitors who had passed the meridian of life who kept up a 
constant acquaintance with the law students, he ventured to suggest that 
seme such process as that suggested in the resolution might be carried into 
effect, im order to ascertain the views of the students themselves. The 
eguncil would of course discount these views when received. But he thought 
it was desirable to give the students the opportunity. In the face, however, 
of the view expressel by the president that it should be left to the 
Examination Committee, he would adopt that at once and would withdraw 
the resolution. 
Ove Lecat Syste. 

Mr. Mesros moved the following resolution, of which he had given | 
notice -—** That, having regard to the contemplated report of the judges, it 
is expedient that the council of this society should nominate a special 
‘Judicature Commitice’ of not leas than twenty-five members, to consist of 
the president and twelve members of the council and twelve ordinary 
members, with power to such committee to confer with the bar, with the 
view of preparing joint recommendations to the bench.”” He said this was 
the first time for the last twenty years that he had found himself unable to 
aceept a suggestion falling from the chair, but he was bound to say he could 
wt adopt the proposition which had been made by the president. There 
were wane gentlemen in the room with whom he was acting in bringing 
forward the motion. It was not necessary for him to demonstrate that there 





were several preeedients for appointing 2 mixed committee in dealing with 
matters of this kind. Those who were familiar with the work of the 
Jaticatare Comumittce, and the rexmmendations which that committee made, 
and the way in which those rexmunendations were accepted by the authorities, 
would think with him that was the kind of committee best calculated to deal 
with cecasome wach as that they found themselves face to face with at the 
present time. If there ever was a time in which the wciety ought to go 
forward ani «yak 23 ome man it was the present. With reference to the 
proceetiings in the civil courts, by dint of statements here and recom- 
mendativms try the eranecil and letters to newspapers and otherwise, the 
autheritica Sead at laet been arene Whether the anthorities would do | 
wench of lettle without they were aswisted by 2 very strong report from the 
wiieky waa a question wym which wine porple differed. There were those 
Whe thought that unless the wxicty simulated the authorities they would 
et mo rhorm, at 23) eventa within the near fatare, and under these circum- 
vanes, wud for that ream alome, he should feel himeelf justified in pressing 
the mutivm. 0 1490 « rewtution had teen passed appanting we thirty- | 
five on Ie sacmibers ts « special onmmnittee, known aa the Judicature Com- | 
weatten. there were ayyem that onmmittice a number A gentlemen outside the | 
oman. Bow be wae ware that no ome who knew him would think that he | 


desire tin me tine mennent ty wagyed. that there was any diminution or | it, and I must leave myself in the hands of the meeting. 


teatesest whatever in the reayert tor and ombidence in the council, when he 
t they thowld now and then te aecieteA by a mixed onumittee 


venture to say so, were not altogether suitable to take a seat upon it, but 
who had that practical knowledge which could bring about a proper and 
satisfactory report upon matters of that kind, The committee in 1880-8] 
consisted of the very cream of what he might call the worthy heads of large 
firms in London dealing with the practice of the law. In 1887 there was 
not exactly a committee appointed, but certain members who had the 
practice to which he had referred were called on by the council in respect of 
the Queen’s Bench practice, and those gentlemen assisted the council. 
They made a report, and then various recommendations wer? 
adopted by the authorities. In 1890 a special committee was appointed, 
which was actually in existence to deal solely with the matter of 
chancery practice. That committee consisted of seven members of 
the council and ten members of the society, and he ventured to say 
that the majority of those members were the best known working 
practitioners in the profession. They met om many occasions. They 
drafted a report ; they did great service to the society, and it was only when 
they appointed a deputation to meet the Lord Chancellor, at which meeting 
Sir Henry James attended on the part of the bar, and the then president of 
the society for the society, that in consequence of the desirability of awaiting 
the result of such deputation they did not go on with the preparation of their 
report upon chancery practice. He ventured to suggest that it was very 
desirable to have this committee, and, notwithstanding the remarks which 
had fallen from the president, he felt sure that when the society expressed its 
desire for the committee that the council would aid it in making the 
necessary arrangements. He also thought that inasmuch as there was this 
chancery committee appointed in 1890 still existing, it would be desirable 
that it should be made the nucleus of the new committee in order to avoid 
the entanglement to which the president had referred. It was suggested 
by the president that the judges had made a proposal to the council that 
they should deal with this vast matter with only two or three days’ notice. 
Would anyone in the meeting believe for a single moment, however much 
ability there might be found at the council table, that within forty-eight 
hours suggestions could be made to the judges which would deal in any 
effectual way with the evils which existed. 

The Presmwent: It isnot proposed that we should send in our final sugges- 
tions in forty-eight hours, but that we should have a preliminary interview. 
It is intimated that time will be given us to mature our views, and we are 
only asked at present to consider two matters amongst the vast number of 
matters under their consideration. 

Mr. Munton thought they would all admit that it was highly desirable 
that a member of the council should attend that meeting. But he submitted 
with all deference, and especially with deference to the president, that that 
did not in any way meet his suggestion that there should be a body to whom 
the matters may be referred if and when the council thought it desirable to 
call a meeting together ; and witha view of not only consolidating the com- 
mittees which had been appointed, but also as far as possible falling in with 
the suggestion of the president, he asked to be allowed to amend the language 
of the resolution so that it might read thus: “‘ That having regard to the 
contemplated report of the judges, it is expedient that the council should be 
at liberty to refer the subject to the mixed committee appointed on the 
31st January, 1890, with liberty to the council to nominate additional 
members to that committee.”’ 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) asked if Mr. Munton was in order in moving 
an amendment to his own motion. 

The Presment: He is quite in order. He is not moving an amendment, 
but making a suggestion. 

Mr. Mouwtow said that if the suggestion he made could not for any reason 
be adopted, he could only fall back upon the original motion as it stood, and 
move it precisely in the language in which the meeting had it before them. 

The Prestpent: With the sanction of the meeting it may be put. I think 
the alteration is germane to the original motion and that no objection ought 
to be raised to its being so altered. I would only ask Mr. Munton one 
question. I understood him just now to use a few words which I thought 
would obviate any difficulty on my part. If he says this is to be referred 
to the committee, and the committee are to be called together when the 
council find it expedient to do so, I have nothing to say against it. But if 
he says the whole matter is at once to be referred to the committee, our 
hands are tied. Wecannot meet the judges and the council can do nothing. 

Mr. Musrtow said he was quite in the hands of the president, and was 
ready and willing to put the motion in any form of language which would 


| place the president and the council in a position to nominate the committee 


when they thought it expedient so to do, 

The Prxesipent: Then I have no objection. I should like the meeting to 
understand that we are only too glad to avail ourselves of the assistance of 
members of the society, many of whom are more competent than we are to 
deal with questions of practice, and the instances Mr. Munton has alluded to 
show with what alacrity we call in their aid, and we shall be only too happy 
to have the assistance of the gentlemen with whom we have worked with so 
much satisfaction on previous occasions; only we are bound not to be 
fettered at the present moment. 

A Memerx suggested that the motion should be alter so that the council 
should be at liberty to call in the assistance of members of the society. 

The Prrstpewr: All I want is that the hands of the council should not be 
tied. Will it suit Mr. Munton’s view that the motion should be withdrawn, 
it being understood that the council will, at the earliest practicable time, 
refer the subject to the committee which is already in existence ? 

Mr. Musto: | am afraid that would not suit my views. 

The Puveiwent: Then I am afraid I cannot accept your motion. 

Mr. Muwtox: Then all I can do is to move the resolution as I have read 


Mr. ¥.. K. Bivru (London) seconded the resolution. He said it was his 
object to press the importance of taking energetic action, either under & 


that 
memiers, There were many men vatelde the wraucil who, if he might | resolution of the society or through the action of the council, in reference to 
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the deplorable state of the block at a existing in legal matters. This 
was the fault, he believed, of our legal system. He had for many years 


believed that it was perfectly possible to improve it, to the wrong 
and to prevent such a deplorable scandal as that there should be 
700 or 800 cases in the Chancery Division, and an equal number 
in the Common Law Division, being thrown over the Long Vacation. The 
present seemed to be a specially favourable time for the council to take 
action. His object was to adopt any form of resolution which was agreeable 
to the council, any method they might think best, but to urge upon them 
the importance of appointing a strong committee, includiug some of the 
yery best men they could get in the profession specially acquainted with the 
different departments involved. If the council chose to do it after the 
meeting with the judges he had no objection; but he ho the society 
would support them with a resolution, that they might have the entire 
strength of the society at their back to show that the solicitors of England 
were determined that they should be put right in the matter. He must 
confess that he did not think the judges could remedy the matter by them- 
selves. They were not the most competent men to judge what was n . 
Nor did he think the bar were the most competent men. What he asserted 
was that a strong body of the leading members of the society were those 
who might and could make themselves heard. The society was never better 
represented in Parliament than at the present time, when they had Sir 
Albert Rollit and Mr. Fowler to represent them. He had been a little 
despondent because of the indifference which a to have been shown 
by the profession with regard to this question. He had looked back through 
the papers which had been read at the provincial meeti for the last 
twelve or fifteen years, and could only find four dealing with the question. 
One was submitted by himself at Sheffield in 1880. Two others were sub- 
mitted by Mr. Munton in 1887 and 1891, and another, which dealt with one 
branch of the question, by Mr. Rogers in 1890. With these four exceptions 
the question of the legal block and the failure of the legal system to 
adequately transact its business had never been sea ag or carefully 
considered by the society. A resolution had been moved by Mr. Pennington, 
the vice-president, in 1890, which was carried, instructing the council to 
consult with the Treasury with the view of obtaining an adequate staff. 
He would like to hear what steps had been taken under that. They 
all knew that, notwithstanding the increase of the population and the increase 
of wealth that had taken place, there had been no adequate increase in the 
judiciary. The increase had been small and gradual, and arrears had been 
permitted year by year. The judges had not realised that they ought just 
as much to get through their business in adequate time as a police magistrate 
or a county court judge. He did not propose to refer in detail, or to offer 
any arguments, as to the reforms which ought to be effected. He would merely 
suggest two or three of the heads which ought to be considered. In the first 
place there was the great question of centralization, or of distribution over 
the kingdom, of central trials, and of local trials. Then there was the 
question of the sufficiency of the number of judges to deal with the practice. 
If more judges were required they must be added. There were many ways 
in which the judicature might be strengthened. There was a strong body of 
county court judges who might be called in to assist the judges of the 
superior courts. And there was one suggestion he had never heard any real 
answer to—viz., that if the county court judgeship was understood to be a 
step to the superior grade, and if one or two of the best county court judges 
were raised to the bench, we should have a superior class of men throughout 
the kingdom occupying the county court bench. At present the class of 
men appointed to the county courts as judges were generally not taken 
from the highest branches of the profession. They were, rather, men of 
moderate abilities, men who were either failures or who had passed their 
time. If there were the whole of the county court judges to fall back upon, 
there was no reason in the world why every case set down for trial should 
not be disposed of before the court rose for the Long Vacation. 

Mr. James Wurrs (London) asked if Mr. Blyth was in order in discussing 
these subjects. 

The Presrpent: I think you are rather travelling somewhat wide, Mr. 
Blyth, but I thought a little latitude was due to you. 

r. Buyrn said he would only mention one instance where time was 
wasted—namely, where two judges sat in the Common Law Division to 
decide a question of the service of a writ, whilst in Chancery single judges 
decided matters of the greatest importance. All he sought to impress upon 
the society was the grave importance of strengthening the council as much 
as possible by appointing a joint committee, consisting of the best men of 
the profession, with a view to the profession being as strongly represented as 
was possible. 

Mr. J. Appison (London) said he would be very sorry indeed to have it 
thought that the council were notin sympathy with the motion. Personally, 
it was one which he thought ought to be cf very great assistance to the 
council, who would derive great benefit from the aid given by the members 
of the society upon it. The only doubt was that the council might be a 
little hampered if they had to communicate forthwith with the judges. He 
would like to add to the resolution the words “ but the appointment of the 
committee is not to preclude the council from making independently to the 
judges such communications as they may think fit.”’ 

Mr. Munvon suid ho did not at all object to this. 

Mr. Bryn said he accepted the suggostion most cordially. 

; Mr. Fonrp rose to order. The resolution ought to be moved in its original 
orm, 

The Presipent: TF put tho alteration assuming that it had the sanction 
of the meeting, and the mocting did not dissent, I think we are bound to 
— that the mocting assented. 

r. G. R. Dopp (London) said it seemed to him that this gave an oppor- 
tunity to reconsider the rulos referred to the society some years ago by 
the committee of which the Vico-Prosident was chairman, inasmuch as so 
much had arisen out of those rulos. For instance, during the last ten days 





five judges had been considering a question of interest, and had not 


come to a decision. If one rule req so much consideration, 

would be the case with others? Then it had been held that an originating 
summons could not be served out of the jurisdiction of the court. Surely 
neh suatines no ‘Sete. cuanto considered by a committee, and by a com- 
mittee acquainted with the practice {in such matters, and brought before the 
council, and then under the notice of the judges. He thought the 
appointment of the committee would be a very important step in the right 

irection. 

Mr. Wurre wished to say why he could not vote for the resolution. It was 
really a farce. Either they had a council who their views, and 
were competent to consider such matters, or it was their own fault as 
members of the society if they had not. The council were perfectly at 
liberty, if they wanted any pe siege Pos a points of ice or details with 
which men in their position were not likely to be familiar, to ask it of others, 
and there were dozens of men in the profession to whom they could apply. 
The idea of appointing a committee of some twenty or ge Emer nee out- 
side the council really seemed to him ridiculous. If 
confidence in the council, let them trust them to make what recommendations 
they thought fit, and if not, let them elect a new council. The bulk of them 
knew that what was wanting was a man with a head resolute enough and a 
hand strong enough to out the needful reforms. No amount of 
committees, of councils, or of judges would do what was required to create 
the revolution necessary to secure speedy and effectual justice, and no amount 
of outside committees would assist in the slightest degree in arriving at it. 

Mr. A. H. Hastre (London) considered this a most important resolution. 
Solicitors were losing their business, and so ing should be done. But it 
seemed to him that, instead of appealing to the council, this large meeting 
ought to be able to act for itself. He would move: ‘* That it is expedient 
that this meeting should nominate a special judicatare committee of twelve 
members with a view to taking such steps as they may think desirable in 
regard to the reform of our legal system.” 

Mr. Forp seconded. He did not wish to be uncomplimentary to the members 
of the council, but he deciined altogether to admit that the council were 
competent, and no one else, to consider this great question. The council 
in times past had been only too glad to have members outside their body 
upon committees. He seconded the amendment because he wished to enter 
a most serious protest against it being supposed that the members acknow- 
ledged their inability to deal with the matter. 

The Prestpexr: You are under a mistake, Mr. Ford. The motion says: 
“It is expedient that the council should refer the subject to the mixed 
committee appointed in 1890, with liberty to the council to nominate 
additional members. ’’ 

Mr. Forp: Was that committee appointed by the society or the couneil ? 

The Present: By the society, 

Mr. Forp said he was extremely glad to hear it. It had been suggested 
that apart from this motion the council were at liberty to communicate with 
the judges. The council might go behind the backs of the members to the 
judges and make some recommendations which might be in the teeth of the 
report of the committee. The members ought to know what communica- 
tions were made on their behalf, and they ought to have an opportunity of 
seeing the report before it went to the judges. He therefore 2 
the members should appoint a committee, and that they should adopt an 
amendment providing that the report should come before the members. 

The Presipent: You are adding fresh words to the amendment. 

Mr. Forp: Yes. 

The Presment: You cannot do that. The amendment is for the appoint- 
ment of a committee of twelve members. 

Mr. Forp: Shall I suggest the names of the committee? 

The Prestpest: No. You are a little premature, Mr, Ford. Not till 
the motion is carried, 

Mr. T. Hoorsr (Biggleswade) said that members had spoken only from a 
London point of view of the great block which existed in the London courts. 
If it were desirable to have other judges, and the council thought proper to 
suggest it, he was sure the solicitors of would support them. But 
the matters which were coming before public now were matters far 
beyond London practice. The question of circuits had been discussed on 
many lines. He suspected the country solicitors had more to do im their 
offices than to find time to write letters to the Times to make known their 
views. Without in any way venturing to dictate to the council, because he 
was sure they had the interests of the profession at heart, he did strongly unge 
that no committee would satisfy the country solicitors unless among these 
additional names there were several members who represented country 
districts not included in the large mercantile centres. 

The Prestpsnt: The council rather anticipated what Mr. Hooper has 
said. Upon the committee appointed by the council to communicate with 
the judges we have four country members, They are Mr. Gray Hill—I am 
afraid he is among the large commercial centres—Liverpool ; Mr. Wing, 
Nottingham ; Mr. Ellett, Cirencester, and Sir Albert Rollit, 

The Viex-Prestpent (Mr, R. Pexxreerox, London) said that Mr. 
had reminded the meeting that a resolution was passed at Nottingham 
it was dosirable steps should be taken witha view to inducing the authorities 
to appoint an extra judge, with a proper staff, and he had put a question as 
to what had been done in pursuance of that resolution. Pre council had 
taken it into consideration immediately after the Long Vacation of 1898, 
They communicated with the Lond Chancellor, who received a depatation 
from the council, The Loni Chancellor expressed himself very fave 
with regand to the views which were put before him, but he said he 
—heo, the Vice-President, was not quoting his wornds—he regretted that 
there were other authorities who had influence and power, and he was net 
able to induce them to take the sume view which had been taken bp the 
society, and in which the council understood he concurred, No dowbt the 
authority roforred to was the Treasury, The Treasury interposed epen all 
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these occasions. The Treasury held the purse, and if the Treasury did not 
think proper to pay for a sufficient number of judges to perform the duties 
he were cast upon the judges of the country, nothing, apparently, could 
e. 

Mr. C. B. O. Gspr (Chelmsford), as a country solicitor, observed that 

these ns changes in which they were all so much interested certainly 
solicitors to a great extent, but they also concerned 

country solicitors very materially. He asked, therefore, that country 
solicitors all over England should be adequately represented on the com- 
mittee, The President had alluded to certain districts, but he (Mr. Gepp) 
thought that solicitors in other parts ought to be represented. The Eastern 
counties were rather behindhand in having no law society except that at 
Great Yarmouth. This was a defect which he hoped would be remedied 
shortly. 

The Presipent: And will be remedied, I hope, from what I hear. 

Mr. Gepr said he had heard no name from his own district, and somebody 
should be nominated to represent that part. ; 

The Prestpext: Mr. Gepps’ district is to a certain extent represented on 
the Council by Mr. Margetts, of Huntingdon. 

Mr. Gurr did not suggest that Mr. Margetts did not represent the views 
of solicitors in the Eastern counties, but he thought the solicitors there 
would prefer that they should be represented by some one outside the 


Mr. H. Roscor (London) said it was quite obvious that it was not with the 
legal authorities that there was any difficulty. The difficulty was with the 
Treasury. When he was Vice-President in 1885, he was upon a Committee 
having under consideration the Chancery procedure, which was composed of 
judges. of members of the Bar, and of solicitors. Mr. Marshall, of Leeds, 

ted the solicitors’ branch of the profession, and on that occasion he 
. Roscoe) had the opportunity of pressing very strongly, by the 
committee, upon the judges, who were presided over by the present Master 
of the Rolls, the absolute necessity of having a new Chancery judge 
appointed. There was a difference of opinion upon the matter, and, by one 
vote, the motion for the new Chancery judge was lost. On a subsequent 
occasion he had an opportunity of reversing that because he was able to give 
his vote against the view of the Master of the Rolls, on the ground that his 
views could not be carried out without there was an adequate staff of judges. 
The Master of the Rolls had afterwards asked him if he would withdraw 
and vote for his view if he would give him an extra judge, and he (Mr. 
Roscoe) had replied, “‘ Yes,’’ and the Master of the Rolls had carried his 
scheme. The addition of a new Chancery judge was a sine qua non to the 
view. The scheme was carried, but they had never got the judge, and the 
block which existed before was worse now. He was certain the Master of 
the Rolls was quite desirous of having the judge, but he was unable to get 
what he wanted, and he Mr. Roscoe) was sure that until pressure was put 
upon Parliament, or the Ministry had to force the Treasury to do it, it would 
not be done. ’ 

Sir Atseer Roturr, M.P. (London and Hall) said he had been unwilling 
as a member of the council to intervene, because he had thought it was 
desirable that on these occasions there should be a free expression of opinion 
the body of the hall for the guidance of the council. But he cordially 
that they were much indebted to Mr. Munton for having brought the 
ject under their notice. It was very important that they should come to 
conclusion upon it, and that it should, if possible, be something 
ing an unanimous one. There were several proposals before the 
ich were divergent in their expressions, but he thought the 

sense was that they all thought something should be done, and 
probably as the result of a little further conference they might come to the 
conclusion that the something should be done. Of the importance of the 
whole question it was impossible to speak in too strong terms. As Chairman 
of the London Chamber of Commerce, and engaged largely in mercantile 
affairs, he thought that unless the Society solved the question for themselves 
they would have it solved for them by others. He thought it important in 
the hi degree that the practical experience of the legal profession, as 


He 


: 


represeated by the solicitors’ branch, shou'd be brought to bear upon the matter. 
First of all he would say that the council had not been neglectful of their duty. 
since, before the question was made generally public, they had co-operated 
with the London Chamber of Commerce in presenting a memorial to the Lord 
Chancellor asking for 2 royal commission or a sclect committee to deal with 
Now they had also appointed 2 committee to confer with the judges, 
an early interview was to take place, as the meeting had been told. 
mover of the resolution asked that the subject should be referred to a 
committese—in other words, practically that the council should divest them- 
selves cf their management of it. In a very great measure it would come 
to that. And if that commitice to whom the subject was to be referred had 
the power, as vroposed in the resolution, to enter into communication 
the bar, could they imagine a state of affairs, as a4 result of a dual 
course of action, which would be likely to b: disadvantageous to the society 
to the determination of the question’ The second proposal was even 
yre explicit im ite effet of divesting the uncil of their responsibilities— 
ey had grave respomsibilitice—because it explicitly suggested that 
the mecting should refer the matter to twelve members. : 
Mr. Meustos : My proposition is to refer it to twenty-five members. 
Sie Areeet Bows ecid he wae secking to the amendment. In that 
Mz. Manton’s proposal wae very much better, because it included a 
area, and enabled them t add provincial members. Mr. Hastie’s 
amemdmuent waif twelve, and it might be well to see whether there was any 
oad of between them. In the first place, the council were onl 


FE 
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egret. 
two amxious tw have the benefit Af experience and that co-operation which 
the messbers A the wxiety orald aflord. On the other hand, he was sure 
the mxtety wae wh desirous A reamorving froma the oni) that responsibility 
whic the cui) can uninittedly give. 
+ Me Heomz: Of what advantage ix it? 
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Sir Atsert Rout said that was a personal interrogatory on which he 
declined to be cross-examined or to give any answer. Mr. Hastie might 
think there was no advantage. He (Sir Albert Rollit) was not going to 
argue the question with him. The meeting had their opinion, and he 
ventured to say it was scarcely in agreement with that of Mr. Hastie. The 
members wished the council to co-operate with them in the matter, and to 
do their best with them and for them. He was satisfied that was the sense 
of the meeting. Might he venture to suggest, as having been referred to as 
being able to do something in Parliament, that the members should 
strengthen the hands of their representatives in Parliament by combining 
with all the strength which they could bring to bear upon the question. 
Would it not be a good solution that the meeting should pass the resolution 
in this form—‘ That this Society considers it expedient that the council 
should from time to time consult the mixed committee’? to which Mr, 
Munton had referred. 

Mr. Muwrtoy said that he and Mr. Blyth were prepared to accept this. 

The Presrpent: Once more the original motion is to be amended. I 
think you had better go to the vote upon the amendment first. At present 
we have a clear motion and a clear amendment. If the amendment is 
carried we need not modify the motion. If the amendment is lost the motion 
can then come on. 

Mr. Forp asked if Mr, Hastie could see his way to having twelve members 
of the society outside the council and twelve members of the council and 
the president and vice-president upon the committee. 

The Prestpent: I think we cannot alter it. 

The amendment was negatived, eight votes being given in its favour and 
a large number against. 

The Prestpeyt: The amendment proposed by Sir Albert Rollit is now 
before the meeting. 

Mr. R. W. Drsprn (London) seconded the amendment, 

Mr, Brytu said he did not wish to discuss details of words, but the object 
of coming to the meeting was to support the counci! and to emphasise the 
importance of promptand energetic action. If the amendment was the best 
way of doing this he would accept it. 

Mr. Munton also signified his assent. 

The Presmpent: The motion as amended will read as follows :—‘‘ That, 
having regard to the contemplated report of the judges, it is expedient that 
the council should from time to time confer with and consult the mixed 
committee appointed onthe 3lst January, 1890, with liberty to the council 
to nominate additional members; but this motion is not to prevent the 
council from making independently tothe judges such recommendations as 
they may think fit.’’ 

The motion was carried, with five dissentients. 

Cuancery Cause List. 

Mr. Forp, in accordance with the notice he had given, asked, referring toa 
statement of the president made at a meeting of the society held on January 
30, 1891:—‘* Whether there is any prospect of effect being given to the 
following resolution of the society, passed in April, 1884: ‘‘That the 
| interests of suitors, and the convenience of the profession, require that the 
| practice which obtains in the other divisions of the High Court of setting 
| down motions, and of taking them in the order in which they stand in the 
lists, should be extended to the Chancery Division, and thus avoid the present 
| confusion, expense, and delay which arise in such division in connection with 
| motions to the court ’* ”’ 

The Presipent: That committee was appointed in January, 1884. The 
report of the committee was sent to the Lord Chancellor, and his lordship 
replied on the 19th December, that he could not bring the portion of the 
report relating to the Queen’s Bench Division before the committee, as that 
branch of the subject had been dealt with in October, 1883. He said that if 
the portion of the report which related to the Chancery Division were sent 
to him in a separate form he would bring it before the judges. His lord- 
ship’s request was complied with, and he said he would bring it before the 
judges accordingly. Nothing further has been heard upon the subject, but 
on the head to which Mr. Ford refers, the statement made at a meeting on 
January 30th, 1891, I may say that a new committee was appointed by the 
society. A joint committee of the bar and the council on been con- 
sidering the subject and collecting a large amount of opinion, and they 
ultimately came to the conclusion that the appointment of an additional 
judge was necessary. They afterwards had an interview with the Lord 
Chancellor upon the subject, and he promised to consult his colleagues. 
Mr. Pennington has told us how the influence of the Treasury has stopped 


the way. 





| 


Soxicitors’ Law Stationery Socirery, Loren. 


Mr. Forp, in accordance with notice, also asked, referring to the 
president’s statement at the last annual general meeting of the society :— 
‘* What sum has been paid to the society for a Law Stationery Society’s 
advertisements, which in appeared in large numbers in many of the 
society’s publications ; and what sum (if any) is now due to the society from 
such company ?”’ . 

The Prestpewt: Thesociety has received £50 10s. for the advertisements, 
and there is stilldue the sum of £40. The latter amount will probably be 
paid very shortly. 

Law Socrery Cuus, 

Mr. Foxp also asked, in accordance with notice: ‘‘ Are any gentlemen 
ordinary or honorary members of the club who are neither solicitors nor 
metabers of the society, and of how many members does the club now con- 
sist ¢ 

The Purstvent: It is a pity Mr. Ford does not belong to the club, when 
he would know all these things, The answer is, 1 have communicated with 
the secretary of the club and he informs me that there are not any gentle- 
, nen ordinary or ry members of the club who ure neither solicitors nor 
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members of the society. The club on the 31st December consisted of 360 
members, and I shall be happy to propose Mr. Ford as the 361st, if he likes. 
Mr. Forp: 360 out of 6,000 members of the = iy 
The Prestpent: You have the figures, Mr. Ford. I have not got the 
figures by me as to the number of members of the society. We do not 
expect our 3,000 country members to belong to the club, 


Justices’ Cirerxs Conpvuctina Prosecutions. 


Mr. Forp moved, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ That in the opinion of this 
meeting the better administration of justice calls for the intervention of the 
Legislature, with a view to preventing clerks of county justices from con- 
ducting prosecutious at assizes and at Quarter Sessions.’’ He ventured to 
say this was a matter of great concern to the members of the society, and he 


believed that until something was done in the matter, and in other matters 
affecting the members, the society could not look to an increase of its 
numbers to any great extent. He called attention to the fact that the 
Liverpool Law Society, second only to the Incorporated Law Society, had 


come to the conclusion that his resolution ought to be adopted. As recently 
as last November the Liverpool Society had dealt with the matter in its 
report, and it declared that the present system was unsound in principle and 
injurious to the administration of justice. As recently as last December 
Mr. Justice Wills, at the Liverpool Assizes, had strongly condemned the 
resent practice, and had stigmatised it so strongly as to call it abominable. 
fe (Mr. Ford) had received a large number of communications approving 
of the motion, one to the effect that the Derby Law Society had passed a 
resolution approving of it. The Municipal Corporation Act, 1882, enacted 
that the clerks to the borough justices should not be employed in conducting 
prosecutions where the offenders were committed for trial under a heavy 
fine. The imputation made against the present system was that it opened the 
door to committals which would not otherwise take place, That was a very 
grave and serious matter, and they should do all they could to remove any 
ground for making so serious a charge against the profession. It was a 
growing scandal. 

Mr. Gray Hirt (Liverpool) seconded the motion. He did not. think it 
would be just to suppose that any magistrates’ clerk throughout the country 
would be influenced in the conduct of his business as magistrates’ clerk by 
the fact that he might have to conduct a prosecution. But that was not 
quite the point. He thought it was to the interest and dignity of the pro- 
fession that they should place themselves above suspicion, therefore he was 
strongly in favour of the motion. It might be true that the motion was 
one which could not be properly carried without some qualification, because 
there were districts in England where the number of professional men was 
so small that inconvenience might arise from the establishment of an 
unqualified rule upon the subject. That was a matter of small importance 
which he did not propose to raise now. 

Mr. R. Exterr (Cirencester) said the motion raised the great and important 
question of the appointment of public prosecutors throughout England and 
Wales. This was no new question. It had been before the country for very 
many years. It had occupied the attention of the Judicature Commissioners 
in the year 1874. It had been attempted to be dealt with by Governments 
and by private members from time to time ever since, and the great difficulty 
which had prevented any one of the proposals which had been made being 
carried into effect had been that nobody as yet had devised the means by 
which the due prosecution of offences in rural districts should be secured if 
the local resident people in these districts who were best qualifled to under- 
take the work were disqualified. If a motion of this kind were passed, it 
would involve putting in its place some other system, and that other system 
all those who had hitherto tried to deal with it had discovered would involve 
an amount of expense which no Chancellor of the Exchequer hitherto had 
been prepared to meet. He had been asking himself what would be gained 
by the adoption of the motion. It would not advance the real question which 
was at issue one atom. It would leave them exactly where they were, and he 
deprecated the waste of time of the members of a busy profession at a busy 
period of the year in discussing academic questions of this kind when 
their attention might be given to something of practical importance. He 
would like, as the representative of one of those districts to which Mr. Gray 
Hill had referred, to describe what the present system was, for he imagined 
Mr. Ford had not any very accurate notion on that point from what had 
fallen from him. To begin with, justices’ clerks were paid by salary, and 
in regard to those duties connected with cases that came before istrates 
prior to committal to trial the magistrates’ clerk was paid for his services 
by his salary, and had no interest whatever in the greatness or fewness of 
the number. Then it was suggested that he was interested in advising a 
committal for trial because he might have the conduct of the prosecution at 
a later stage, As a magistrates’ clerk of thirty years’ standing, he repu- 
diated, with all the scorn he could use, such an imputation, and he spoke on 
behalf of a body of gentlemen, most of them members of the society, most 
of them holding in their districts good social and professional positions, 
and he said that they resented with indignation such an imputation, It was 
not merely the smallness of the fee, which in itself might have excused 
them from the imputation, but it was because, in the absence of any pro- 
vision for these cases being properly conducted—because they had for many 
years undertaken this work themselves, frequently at a positive loss— 
it was for that reason that they resented an attempt to kick them 
out with contumely in the manner the motion seemed to imply. No 
dealing with the motion would be satisfactory which did not provide 
a substitute for the existing machinery. He was quite prepared to 
admit that the, present machinery was theoretically imperfect, and that 
it is defective in that no magistrates’ clerk is bound to undertake the 
cases at all. ‘There were gentlemen filling the position of justioes’ clerks in 
small petty sessional districts, twenty, thirty, or forty miles from the county 
town, who, in order that there should be no defeat of justice, took the 
tronble to conduct one vase at the assizes or sessions at the county town, 





and went = oe ag for the “eee, gh rpeter vbecne go 
witnesses, allow: Treasury. asserted that magistrates’ clerks 
Some antiliadl te the Geasinn af Hee ooaiametig dara they had done in this 
matter, and that there ought to be no attempt to discredit them, as the motion 
did, until they were ee yp with machinery for taking their place. He 
assured them that when any just, efficient, and reasonable proposal was 
made there would be no one more ready than the justices’ clerks themselves 
to fall in with the new system. The Judicature Commissioners, after 
devoting a great deal of time to the matter, and appointing a special 
committee to deal with it, had a from the committee positively 
recommending that there should be district public prosecutors appointed 
throughout the length and breadth of the land, and that the justi clerks 
themselves should be the prosecutors. That committee, therefore, had not 
seen that there was anything very objectionable in their conducting 
prosecutions. Then there was a Bill which proceeded as far as the 
committee stage in 1872, bearing on the back the names of Spencer W: 
and Vernon Harcourt, and, therefore, no party movement. That Bi 
had proposed to appoint public prosecutors, and that the justices’ 
clerks should be the public prosecutors in their districts. The only 
argument that had been adduced by Mr. Ford was the analogy of the 
boroughs. The force of that argument was best illustrated by the 
case of the fox who had lost his brush and who therefore recommended 
the like practice to his fellows. If Mr. Ford could go on to show that the 

ractice in the boroughs worked well, he would have an argument of force. 
But it worked badly, and the proof was that it had been found absolutely 
necessary to go outside the law, and by an irregular and informal process 
nominate some solicitor to act as prosecuting solicitor in the mpm It 
had been found that the simple ualification of the members q — 
namely, the justices’ clerks— the effect of allowing the police with 
the prosecutors to drift into the hands of members of the profession not too 
creditable, or else it had the effect of enabling — prosecutors to make 
arrangements with the prisoners and friends which practically resulted in 
the condonation of the offence. It was perfectly monstrous, with that 
experience before them, that they should to introduce into the 
counties a practice which had been found to be so bad in the boroughs. One 
of their great difficulties at the present moment was that of dealing with 
officialism. If they were to force on a change in the present system which 
should lead to the appointment of some other persons to conduct this 
business in the counties, they might depend upon it that it would be through 
the medium of some. officers in large centres ing out the members of 
their staff into the various districts. It would lead to centralisation and 
officialism which would certainly not be to the benefit of the profession. 
He did not ask the society to say the t practice was the best that 
could be devised if they were dealing with the matter de nore. He —S 
it was wiser that they should leave the question where the council had 
it in the report of 1890. They said , that had had it under 
consideration, and were quite alive to the difficulties and objections. 
They had communicated with the Provincial Societies, and the result was so 
divided that they felt it would be impossible that they should put forth 
anything in the face of such divided opinions. As the best means of leaving 
the matter in the hands of the council, he would move the previous question. 

Mr. Apprson seconded. 

The motion, ‘‘ The Previous Question,’’ was carried. 


ENCROACHMENTS UPON THE PROFESSION. 

Mr. Forp moved in accordance with notice :—*‘ This meeting is of opini 
that the constantly increasing encroachments upon the work of the i 
by law stationers and law stationery societies render it undesirable that 
members of the Council should fill any office calculated to give encouragement 
to such encroachments.’’ He said he had seen a document which gave him 
the names of the members of the Council who to the society and their 
partners, and the number of the shares they Considering the large 
amount of money which had been expended in fighting Messrs. Waterlow and 
Messrs. Shaw and Blake, and that the majority of the Council were indignant 
at these encroachments on the rights of whine it was surprising. The very 
thiugs for which the Council put the society to such enormous expense, with 
such fatal consequence in the House of Lords, were the very things which 
the Law and Stationery Society did at the t moment. They were pre- 

red to obtain probate for country solicitors, search for jadgments in 

ptey, register bills of sale and so on, and the charges varied from 
2s. 6d. upwards. A large amount of work of this kind usually came from 
country solicitors to their London agents. He submitted that the members 
could well take some steps to prevent in future the Law Stationery 
Society from doing the large amount of work to which he had called attention. 
He thought it most unfortunate that members of the Council should be con- 
nected with it. He saw that Mr. Walters held 30 shares, Mr. Lake 10 
shares, Mr. Pennington 30 shares, Mr, Williamson—but he would not trouble 
the meeting further. He appealed to the Council to draw the line so that 
the unfortunate London men should not, altogether want the crumbs of 
comfort that sometimes fell to them. If they were not ex y careful 
they would find the Law Stationery Society issuing writs and doing all 
sorts of things of that kind, It would be better to nip it in the bad and 
carry the resolution with a view of putting things on a more satisfactory 
basis, 

Mr. Hastre seconded the resolution. It was a most unsatisfactory thing 
that the members of the council should be on the board of such a company 
which was taking the bread out of the mouths of salicitors. 

Mr, Garnnam Keen (London) said he was very much taken by surprise on 
reading the motion. Tt was a sourve of astonishment to him that anybody 
could be found in the profession to object to their doing their own business 
if ron, b mee Ae ne at — way they readered their cy : 
* Drawing your will,” * @ perusal,’ ** Ragrossing 4 
was actually their owe tadineas and there was no earthly reason why they 
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should not combine to do it. Mr. Ford had spoken about the decision in the 
House of Lords. If it was the law not that probates must be obtained, 
but that papers must be left, they simply, like any other law stationery 
society, must leave them. But there was a committee of the law society 
always sitting to see that the law stationery society did not interfere 
with anything like law, or did not interfere with the legal practitioner. 
There could not be a question that the tendency with regard to 
law stationery was towards great companies, and such a society had 
been in his mind for years before the company was brought out. 
In the old days solicitors used to do this kind of business. In the office 
where he was articled there were three or four engrossers always employed, 
and it seemed to him in view of the great companies that were coming into 
operation, that the time had arrived when solicitors should again take into 
their hands their own business, fair copying, engrossing, and all that sort of 
thing. They did not for one moment work against small tradesmen ; but 
the tendency of things was that they were gradually dying out, and if soli- 
citors did not do their own business and reap the profits—because they 
divided the profits with the customers—they would lose a splendid oppor- 
tunity. This was a magnificent business; it was receiving the support of 
the profession; it was increasing six months by six months, and if the 
profession would only take it up they would reap the benefit and make up for 
some of the losses which they were sustaining in these bad times. If any 
—* were to combine to do this business which the law stationers had been 

ing, it was the solicitors. He had an excellent board of directors, and it 
ought to be a subject for congratulation that such men had come upon it. 
Liverpool had had a similar society for years. It was an utter mistake to 
suppose the Stationery Society was interfering with the work of the profes- 
sion. If Mr. Ford would aliow him, he would repeat a conversation he had 
with him shortly after the company was formed. 

Mr. Forp said he could not remember it. 

Mr. Gervaau Krew said that Mr. Ford had stopped him and said, ‘I 
Lae applied for the magnificent amount in your company of one share. I 

have done so because it is a move in the right direction.”’ He (Mr. Grinham 
Keen) believed he should go home and shoot himself if he ever thought he 
was going to back up the unqualified person. 

Mr. Forp said he could not remember the conversation. He would be 
sorry to contradict Mr. Keen's word. He (Mr. Ford) was not a shareholder. 

r. Grrxnam Kees: You applied for one share. 

Mr. Forp said that if he ever applied he was very glad he did not get it, 

The motion was negatived, three votes being given in its favour. 

Mr. Forp thought that shareholders in the Stationery Society should not 
be itted to vote. ; 

Presmest: I must rule 

voting in any matter of this kind. 





that shareholders are not precluded from 


Doxation To THE Crane Marxer Mrsston Fonp. 


The following motion stood in the name of Mr. Forp :—‘‘ This meeting 
is of opimion that the council is not justified in expending the funds of 
the society in promoting memorials to deceased Members of Parliament, 
especially im view of the neglected state of legal education, so far as the 
society is concerned.”’ 

Mr. Forp said that, after the explanation given by the president, he did 
not propose to proceed with the motion. He had received a communication 
to the effect that the society did subscribe £52 10s. for the purpose. 





Tse Jcpicatvre Acts anp Lrcat Procepvre. 


The following motion stood in the name of Mr. Forp:-—‘‘ That this 
society observes, with great satisfaction, the recently-published correspond- 
ence between the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice, and trusts it 
may be speedily followed by reforms in practice and procedure suitable to 
the ts of suitors.” 

Mr. Forp said that in view of Mr. Munton’s motion, which had been 
carried, he would not trouble the meeting by proceeding. 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. Forp, brought the 
meeting to a close. 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Frxat Examrsarion. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 12th and 13th of January, 
1892 :-— 

Ambler, William Henry Tate Bouskell, Frank 

Bown, William Langsdale 
. Brown, George 

Anthony, Ernest Frank Cale, Acton John 
Backhouse, Herbert Eustace Percy Chadwick, Joseph Hiram 
Bagot, Cecil Villiers, M.A. Chellew, Thomas John 
Bailey, Sydney Alexander Clarkson, Herbert. Green 
Baldwick, John Henry Clowes, Edmond Thorold 
Berwlomé, Vincent —~ mn de Colyer, William Alexander Francis 
Belton, EAward J Cook, William 

Bennett, Ernest Willan, B.A. Cornwall, Robert 
Biddlecombe, Ernest Licoyd, B.A. Cotterell, Ernest Alfred 


ag Jomeph George Coxon, Harold 
Biock, Harry Allen Davies, David Thomas 
Bolton, Edward Alured Dickinson, John Herbert 
Bond, Jamet Edmond Dunn, Thomas Henry Crute 
Bost, Thomas , Edward Chorley, B.A. 


Northy, Walter Edward 

O’ Halloran, John William 
Orridge, Benjamin Herbert Rutter 
Finch, Ernest Cormack Owen, William Henry 

Ford, Hugh Rawlinson, B.A Page, Vaughan 

Foster, Joseph Perey Thomasin, B.A.Palmer, William Verney 

Fox, Alfred Francis, B.A. Penlington, Edmund Tom, B.A. 
Freeman, Charles Blomfield Perry, John James 

Furniss, John Phillips, Charles Jenkins 
Garside, Thomas Herbert Powell, William 

Gibson, Joseph Preston, John 

Godwin, Alfred Dudley King Punch, John William Robinson 
Goldie, Lewis Alexander Richardson, William Porter 
Griffiths, Walter Hepworth Riley, Harry Eastwood 
Hacking, Alfred Joseph, B.A. Roberts, Robert Lynford Caryl 
Haines, Nigel Decimus Roper, Percy James 
Handcock, Henry Harrison Roscoe, Philip, B.A. 

Harman, Francis, B.A. Rose, Alexander Morrison 
Hart, William Scott Rose, Frederick Septimus 
Hartley, George Mason Rowlands, Frederick 

Harvey, Eustace John, B.A. Russell, William Mozart 
Hawkins, Frederick Rutherford, Charles Henry 
Heppenstall, Herbert Cullin Ryland, Frank Theodore 
Hewett, John, B.A. Sandford, Herbert Henry 
Holder, Arthur Charles Saw, Henry William, B.A. 
Hood, Herbert John Serjeant, Robert Flowers 
Howell, Jo in Llewelyn Shepheard, Lewis Wallwyn 
Humphry, Godfrey Wood Shoosmith, Harry Harcourt 
Huxtable, William Henry Simpson, Cyril Edward, B.A. 
Hyde, John Garmston, B.A. Sinnott, George Hall 

Ince, Cecil Henry Blundell Skeels, Edward Ralph Serocold 
Isaacson, Martin Sylvester Slater, Archibald, B.A. 
Jaffrey, Norman Parr, B.A., LL.B. Smith, Geoffrey Plumpton 
Jackson, Stowers William Smith, Harry 

Kaberry, Harold Knibbs Smith, William Hervey 
Kerridge, Henry Stallard, Alfred William 
Large, Arthur Edward Steel, Lawriston Thomas 
Latimer, John Fenwick Strangeways, Thomas Edward 
Laycock, Thomas Tayler, Athelstane Artaud 
Lewis, Henry North Taylor, Herbert Edward 
Lumley, William Taylor, Owen Jemson 
Macnab, Arthur Alexander, B.A. Thomas, John 

Mandy, William Harold, B.A. Thomas, Joseph Morgan 
Marshalj, Arthur Brandon Thomas, Joseph Vivian 
Mathews, Charles Lawrence, M.A. Toulmin, George 

Medley, Charles Douglas, B.A. Urwin, James William 
Metcalfe, Robert Kynaston Vincent, Charles Cooper 
Milford, Reginald Stewart, B.A. Walker, Frederick William, B.A. 
Miller, Charles Daniel Walton, Charles James Augustus 
Miller, John Warren, Francis Childe 

Mills, Frederick William Watson, Arthur Bingham 
Minshall, William Kenrick Watson, George Dixon 


Emley, Edwin 
Evershead, Edward, B.A. 
Farnworth, John 


Morgan, Richard Felix White, Dudley Stuart 
Morgan, William Frederic Taylor, Wilkinson, Richard Arthur 
B.A. Willis, William Brooke 


Moxon, Cecil Dunhill Wilson, Charles Joseph Law 

Newman, Edward Wood, Hubert Stephen 

Newnham, John Montague, B.A.,Yeatman, Archibald Henry 
LL.B. 


INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 14th of January, 
1892 :— 

Ackroyd, Samuel Hooley 
Adamson, Charles John Flick, Lancelot Robert 
Allen, Frank Footner, Stephen George 
Armstrong, William Anderson, LL.B.Franco, José Juan 
Attlee, Bartram Waller, B.A Gadsden, George Frank Fergusson 
Barrett, Walter Clarke, B.A. Garden, Huntley Charles, B.A. 
Baynes, Thomas Godfrey Goaman, Thomas Alford 
Beverley, Henry Freer, B.A. Graham, John Montgomery 
3radbury, Wright Gray, Charles Haddon 
| Bradley, Percy Robert Green, Frank Herbert 
Brougham, Wilfred Francis, B.A. Gregson, William Harold 
Brown, Charles Wreford, B.A. Harris, Richard Granville 
Brown, Herbert Henry Harris, William Cecil, B.A. 
Buchannan, Archibald John Hewitt, Joseph 
Campbell, Kenneth Hallyburton Hilleary, George Edward, B.A. 
Chaine, James, B.A. Hogg, Robert onaldson 
Clarke, Richard Augustine Horton, Thomas William, B.A. 
Coates, Robert Musgrave Howard, William Fitzalan 
| Cockayne, Francis Ernest Hutchins, Charles John Hooper 
Cohen, Philip Jones, Ernest Heber Landes 
Coles, Percival, B.A. Keele, John Patton 
Cook, Edmund Ralph Kenyon, John 
Crocker, Thomas Edward Lankester, Cecil Pryor 
| Diver, Charles Barwick Lear, George Moreton 
Dixon, Robert Ellis Lee, Hugh Booth 
Edwin, Stanley Philip Leman, Downton Curtis, B.A. 
Elliott, Gilbert Strange Longhurst, Thomas 
| Fenner, Leonard Pleasants MacAndrew, Stephen Lee 


Fleay, John 
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McCrea, Francis Branston Sylvester, Frederick Arthur Percy 
McGowan, Edward Tallent, Arthur Thomas, B.A. 
Marshall, Arthur Edward WilloughbyTawney, John Archer, B.A. 
Meakes, James Woodrow Taylor, Richard Stephens, B.A. 
Miller, Alfred Newton Thomas, Stephen Walter 
Morgan, Lewis Tombleson, Thomas 

Morgan, Richard Rowland Townsend, Frederick Octavius 
Morton, Gerard Sinclair Venmore, John 

Mott, Harold Fenwick Wade, Henry Oswald, B.A. 
Nasbet, Alfred Wain, Harris, B.A. 

Newbald, Charles Henry Walker, William Charles 
Newsom, Sam James Walter, William Lenn 

Norton, James Lees, B.A. Waters, Mark Francis 

Orford, Edwin Arthur Weatherley, Leonard Sacheverell 
Osmond, Edwin Arthur Charles Batnabas 

Parker, Thomas, B.A. Webster, Francis Anderton 
Patten, George Leath Whipham, Harry Rowland 
Procter, John White, Willie 

Raymond, Montague James Wilson, George Allen, B.A. 
Redfern, Francis Thomas Wing, James Edward 

Riccard, Norman Hastings Woolnough, Francis James 
Robinson, Albert Edward Wright, Holmes 

Shepherd, William Wyman, George Broughton, B.A. 
Soames, Joseph Charles Yate-Lee, Charles 

Steward, Oswald Brierley York, John Alfred 

Swaine, Robert Coare 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 


Inner TemrLe.—William Graham, M.A., Dublin; Sidney James Mark 
Low, B.A., Oxford; Joseph Henry Parry, B.A., Oxford; Edward Pryce- 
Jones, B.A., Cambridge; John Cann Bailey, M.A., Oxford; Bertram 
Charles Brough, Associate of King’s College, London; Herbert 
Whyatt, Oxford ; Charles Sibbald Currie, B.A., Oxford; Percy Barlow, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Robert Arthur Sanders, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Gee, 
B.A., Cambridge; Robert Rownsley Bowles, B.A., Cambridge; Percy 
Clifford Probyn, B.A., Oxford; Anthony Benedict Joseph Norris; Arthur 
Leycester-Penrhyn, B.A., Oxford; Alfred Richardson Holdship, B.A., 
Cambridge ; James Arranloe Johnson, B.A., Oxford (holder of a scholar- 
ship in common law, awarded February, 1891) ; Edward Percy Simpson, 
B.A., Oxford; Mahmood Hasan; John Turnley Luscombe, London ; 
Thomas Henning Parr, M.A., Oxford ; Frederick Stanley Smith; Bernard 
Archibald Platt; Egerton Spencer Grey; Motriam Showkiram Advani, 
M.A., Calcutta, Prizeman in Roman Law; Richard John Lawrence ; 
James James Wright ; and John Plews. 


Mippte Temrie.—Emile Heury Monnier, B.A., Calcutta University, 
Roman Law Studentship; Seth Parsick Joaquim; George cis Mac- 
daniel Ennis, University of London; Samuel Pope, Trinity College, 
Oxford, B.A., Honours Jurisprudence ; Harkishen Lal, B.A., Punjab and 
Cambridge Universities ; John Alexander Sinclair, University of London ; 
William Rowe Heywood, 2nd Class Honours, ecg re Trinity 
College, Oxford, B.A.; John Nisbet, M.A., Glasgow University ; Hugh 
Charles Sowerby Dumas, M.A., Cambridge University; Edwin Allan 
Beven Basil Woodward Crump, Jesus College, Cambridge ; John Harold 
Marston, Merton College, Oxford; Chandra Sekhar Shanne, Calcutta 
University ; James Grierson Gledhill, B.M., Glasgow University ; Horace 
James Norton ; Sultan Sayyid Saadat Hosain, M.R.A.S., F.R.G.S.; John 
Richard Holmes. 


The following scholarships awarded by the Treasurer and Masters of 
the Bench to students of the Middle Temple were announced in Hall :— 
Real and Personal Property (Examiner, the Hon. the Vice-Chancellor, Sir 
Henry Fox Bristowe, Q.C.}.—G. H. B. Kenrick, a first-class scholarship 
of fifty guineas; Lindsey Smith, a second-class scholarship of twenty 

ineas. Common and Criminal Law (Examiner, his Honour Judge 
Prentice, Q.C.).—R. Jacobs, a first-class scholarship of fifty guineas. 
Second-class scholarship of twenty guineas, not awarded. Equity 
(Examiners, the Hon. the Vice-Chancellor, Sir Henry Fox Bristowe, 
Q.0., and Mr. Locock Webb, Q.C.).—F. R. Mostyn-Cleaver, a first-class 
scholarship of fifty guineas. Second-class scholarship of twenty guineas, 
not awarded. International and Constitutional Law (Examiner, Mr. 
Locock Webb, Q.C.).—G. A. Koek, a first-class scholarship of fifty 
guineas ; A. Prentice, a seeond-class scholarship of twenty guineas. 


Lrxcotn’s Inn.—Belal Ahmed Mahomed Raoof, B.A., Cambridge ; John 
Emest Priestley Turner, of Merton College, Oxford; Frederick Trentham 
Maw, of King’s College, Cambridge; Henry Beechey, of Trinity Hall, 
Cambridge ; Edward Howard Percy Humphreys, of Trinity College, 
Cambridge ; Oswald Norman, M.A., LL.M., Cambridge; Herbert John 
Simmonds (Lincoln’s Inn Scholarships in International and Constitutional 
Law and Common Law, 1890, and Real and Personal Property Law and 
Equity, 1891), B.A., Cambridge ; Cyril Faithfull Monier-Williams, B.A., 
Oxford; John Felix Waley, M.A., Oxford; Ernest Edward Fletcher, 
o. Oxford; Harold Spencer Scott, B.A., Oxford; and George Turner 

er. ° 


Gray’s Inxn.—William Durie, London University, Gray’s Inn Lee 
Prizeman, 1888; and Winford Blache Fraser. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 
Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Feb. 2—Mr. Thomas Douglas in the 





Clarence Harcourt 
W. M. Woodhouse, 


. The following gentlemen spoke :—Mesers. 
iby, Parkes, Arnold, and Crauford. The motion 








was carried. 
LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. E. G. Arpieton, solicitor, of Stowmarket, has been appoi w 


Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Appleton was admitted in December, 1883, 
after passing the final with honours. 


Mr. Harotp Gitmoxe Campton, solicitor, of 69, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner to take Affidavits and 
receive Acknowledgments of Deeds for Married Women for Western 


Australia and a Commissioner for Oaths for Queensland and New Zealand. 


Mr. A. E. B. Soviny, solicitor, of Malton and Pickering, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Soulby was admitted m 
November, 1885. 

Mr. J. M. Moorsom, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honour- 
able Society of the Inner Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Crossley, 
QC. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Disso.vTion. 


James Joun Winter, Epwaro Cvunirr Francis, and Wittram Hexry 
Back, solicitors (Winter, Francis, & Back), Norwich. Jan.1. So far only 
as regards the said James John Winter, who withdraws from the partner- 
ship, which in future will be carried on by the said Edward Cubitt 
Francis and William Henry Back, under the style or firm of Francis & 
Back. [Gazette, Feb. 2. 


GENERAL. 


The judicial business of the House of Lords will be resumed on Thurs- 
day, the 11th inst. The present list contains the names of 26 causes, of 
which 15 are English, 2 are Irish, and 9 are Scotch appeals. : 

Lord Coleridge was present at the meeting of the Queen’s Bench Divi- 
sion judges on the 3rd inst., but his lordship has not yet sufficiently 
recovered from his recent illness to be able to resume his seat in court just 
at present. 


The World says that the Crown lawyers in Scotland have got intoa 
serious difficulty by failing to bring to trial within a hundred and ten days 
a number of prisoners charged with serious crimes. The culprits have 
been set free, and cannot be again arrested on the same charges. Who 
blundered is the question everybody is asking. 


The following circuits were chosen by the judges of the Queen’s Bench 
Division on Wednesday for the ensuing Winter Assizes, viz. :—Northern 
Circuit, Lord Chief Justice Coleridge and Mr. Justice Collins; Oxford 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Hawkins; South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Mathew ; Home Circuit, Mr. Justice Day; Midland Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Lawrance, Justices Denman and Cave joining at Birmi ; Western 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Wills ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham 
and Mr. Justice Wright; North Wales, Mr. Justice Williams; South 
Wales, Mr. Justice Charles. 


The Estates Gazette contains a review of the land sales effected in 1891, 
from which it appears that in England there has been a great falling off in 
the returns of sales in 1891, more noticeable in several of the home counties 
than elsewhere, although the average price peracre is only £2 short of that 
of 1890; but in Scotland and Wales there was a decided improvement in 
the number of properties sold, although the average prices are very low, 
in the former country especially, due principally to the sale of two very 
large estates, one of which, of some 72,000 acres, in Ross-shire, only 
realized about £1 10s. per acre, which, of course, materially had the effect 
of lowering the averages in the other counties. The following is a state- 
ment of areas of land sold, and the price realized per acre: In England, 
49,592a. 3r. 29p. sold for a total of £2,106,683, which is an average of £43 
per acre. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Reorsrrars 1x ATrexDayce on 








chair. Mr. Edward Percy Marshall moved :—‘‘ That the present system of 


assessing income tax is inequitable and economically unsound. Mr. > 








Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Beal Mr. Pembertoa 
r . — Ward 
Lavie Pemberton 
Carrington Pugh Wari 
Lavie Pemberton 
Carrington Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriauive,. Kexewren. Rowe. 
Monday, Feb. ........000000008 S Mr. Clowes Mr. Leach Mr. Farmer 
“SR 9 Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farmer 
1 Jackson Godfrey Rolt 
Clowes Leach Farner 
Jackson Godfrey Ratt 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Broore.—Feb. 2, at 54, Cambridge-gardens, W., the wife of Frederic Brooke, of Lincoln’s- 
inn-fields, solicitor, of a son. 
Dyxes.—Jan. 19, at 4, Wemyss-place, Edinburgh, the wife of William Shedden Dykes, 
Writer to the Signet, of a daughter. 
Lovenery.—Jan. 19, at Rosslyn, Londonderry, the wife of Joseph Loughery, solicitor, of 
a son. 
Ricxarps.—Feb. 2, at 20, Southwell-gardens, 8.W., the wife of Arthur G. Rickards, 
barrister-at-law, ‘of a daughter. 
DEATHS. 


Cooxr.—Febd. 2, at 53, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, George Francis Cooke, of Bucks-hill, nr Rick- 
mansworth, and 53, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., solicitor, aged 81. 

Ssiru.—Febd. 2, at High Beeches, Nailsworth, Gloucestershire, George Birt Smith, solici- 
tor, aged 7S. 

Newwan.—Feb. 2, at his residence, The Limes, Gilston-road, South Kensington, Edmund 
Newman, of 15, Clitford’s-inn, Fleet-street, aged 63. 

Warre.—Feb. 1. at 3, Museum-chambers, Bloomsbury, Edward Gillam White, M.A., 

ster-at-law, aged S6 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Fripay, Jan. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Locrep tx CHANCERY. 
Ase1o-Costrxestat Tavst axp Fixayce Corporatiox, Loureo—Petn for winding up, 
Jan 25, directed to be heard on Feb 6. Barraud & Co, St Mildred’s ct, solors 

or petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Feb 5 

Easterys Onecos Gotp Misixe Co, Loatep—Creditors are required, on or before March 
10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B. 
Butler, 25, Budge row, Cannon st. Maxwell, Bishopsgate st Within, solor for liquidator 

Exmossixe axp Saxp Biast Patstrxc Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 
27, directed to be heard before North, J., on Feb 6. Greenfield, Queen Victoria st, solor 
for petmer. Notice of Seni must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Feb 

Remere Mises or Cocers, Luarep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 27, directed 

heard en Feb 6. Jackson & Prince, Cannon st, solors for petner 

anne asp Scerepax Baxs, Liuitep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 22, directed 
ta be heard before North, on Feb 6. Hextall, King st, Cheapside, solor for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
of Feb 5 

Parvate Isxvestons’ ATION, 3 imiTED—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 23, 
directed to be heard befor we Chitty, .,on Feb6. Snell & Co, George st, Mansion House, 
selors for petner. Notice of soandiog must ” peach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 5 

= — ast Mitt Co, Louren.—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send 

names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wi 
Shaesb Ogie, 99, Cannon st Renshaw & Co, Suffolk lane, solors for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Mes asp Woxts’s Asscrtast Soctery, White Horse Inn, Moretonhampstead, Devon. 
Jan 5 

Peeseveeasce Bexerit Soctetr, King’s Arms and Hand, Bermondsey st. Jan 25 

Worex-rrorie’s Sick asp Breit Socterr, Welch Hill, Leigh, Lancaster. Jan 25 

London Gazetie.—Trespar, Feb. 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep tx CHANCERY. 

Tsoxas & heya ve Lunotren—Creditors are required, on or before March 4 to send their 
names and addresses, and — — of their debts or claims, to William Maunsell 
Reeves, 2, Tokenhouse bldg 








Waxsisc To tsresprsc Hovse Precuaszes & Lessees.— Before purchasing or renting 
2 house have the § arrangements thoroughly examinei by an expert from The 
Sanitary & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Metcorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &e.—[Apvt.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
don Gavtte.—Trespar, Jan. B 
Prius. Ass Terur. Pinhoo. Devon. Feb 24. Beale vy Cane Chitty, J. Haslip, Martin’s 
lane, Cannon st 
London Gazette.—Futpay, Jan. 2. 
Levas, Roeser Teseres™ Sr , Bristol,Gent March % Nicholls vy Lucas, Kekewich, 
J Mills, New », Lincoin’s ion 


| Taytor, Grorer, Seca. Glass Bottle Merchant Feb23 Wetherell v Taylor, Regi. 
r, Liverpool Reynolds, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 2 
Smarr, b heang Norwood Green, Middlesex March 4 Deer v Wilson, Romer, z 
Becher, Bedford row 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette,—Fripay, Jan. 22. 
Arcuer.ey, CxarLorre, Newton Abbot, Devon Feb12 Hacker, Newton Abbot 
Brown, Jony, St Helens, Licensed Victualler Feb 16 Thomas, St Helens 
Brown, Samvet James, Leeds, Banker March 81 Ford & Warren, Leeds 
Brows, Witi1iM, Berwick upon Tweed, Fisherman March 1 Sandersons & Weatherhead, 
Berwick upon Tweed 
Cressuyre, Major General Avaustus Paiips, Clevedon, Somerset Mareh 7 Maule & 
bertson, Bath 
Curyiesmorr, Right Hon. Hexry WiittaM, Baron, Princes gate March 2 Woodrotte & 
Burgess, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 
Crark, Pearson, Over Kellet, Lanes, retired Gardener Feb 21 Faweett, Carnforth 
Dapp, Mary, Tavistock, Devon March 1 Chileott & Chilcott, Tavistock 
Datroy, Samvet Neate, Foulnes, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 20 Sheppard, 
. nag st, Adelphi sae, cel 
ARLING, ILLIAM (mee Langley Burrell, nr Chi ham, Wilts, Esq March 5 
Wood & Awdry, _— : 
Deruaick, Jouy, Sturston cite co Derby, Miller Feb 25 Holland & Rigby, Ashborne 


ae — oa Maria, Llandudno, Carnarvon Feb 22 Chamberlain & Johnson, 
andu 0 
Dry, Witti1Am Tuomas, Henry st, Kennington lane,Gent Feb 25 Attenborough, Ely pl 


Frirx, Epwrs, Plympton St Mary, Devon, retired Tea Merchant March 1 Trehane 


Pg rl Plaitford, Wilts March 31 Footner & Son, Komsey 

Hai, Witutam, Horley, Oxon, Farmer March 10 Fortescue & Sons, Banbury 
Haroreaves, Samvet, Heywood, Lancs, Gent Feb5 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Harnrisox, Mary, Southport Febi5 Hand & Co, Stafford 

Hay, Catuerte, Durham st, Sunderland Marchi J & WJ Robinson, Sunderland 
Hices, Harriett, Stoneycroft, nr Liverpool March 1 Lowndes & Co, Liverpool 
Hortasp, Wiiiiam Henry, Aldridge, Staffs, Esg March 2 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Hopvees, Tuomas, Hulme, Manchester, Plumber Feb 29 Doyle, Manchester 
Horwoop, Jous Nicuoras, Gt Marsden, Lancs, Farmer Feb 20 Little & Mitchell, 
Hov By. Jous, East Cottingwith, Yorks, Farmer March1 Robson, Pocklington 
Howe tt, Tuomas, Rainham, Essex, Gent Feb 22 Russell & Co, Coleman st 


LasNGuaM, Jase, West Ham, Essex, Ship Chandler Feb 15 Sedgwick & Sharman, 
Stratfo 
Lececor, ALBERT, oie, formerly Licensed Victualler March 1 Oxley & Coward, 
therham and Sheffield 
Marks, ~ sata Blomfield cres, Paddington Feb 25 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn 


tiel 
Pav, Jas, Bradbourne ter, East Dulwich grove Feb14 Law & Worssam, Holborn 
Vv 


ct 
Rogers, Jou, Cascot, Radnor, Farmer Feb 27 Wood, Rhayader 


sees = =" James, Groombridge pl, Sussex, Clerk in Holy Orders Feb 10 Morgan, 

‘onbrii 

Sairn, Micnar, Henry, a ag? Tooting, Surrey, retired Master in Mercantile Marine 
Feb 25 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury s« 

a to Manchester, Estate Agent March 4 Addleshaw & Warburton, Man- 


Tayor, il amiy, William st, Hampstead rd, Ale Merchant Feb5 Phillips, Gresham 
House, Old Broad st 
Waker, Jvuiia Speak, Cheltenham Feb10 Ley & Co, Cheltenham 


Wanrves, Evizasetu, Trowse Newton, Norfolk Marl Palmer, Norwich 


; Warts, Evizasetu, Burwell, Cambs Feb 29 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 


Weester, Bexsamix, vate oe bo Edge, Chester, Doctor of Medicine Mari Cobbett & Co, 
Wilmslow. nr Manche 

Weeser, Jous Retynarpr, “Tunbridge Wells, Engineer Jan 30 Preston, Tonbridge 

Wuitrarp, Cuarces Jons, Selhurst, Surrey, Mercantile Clerk Mar 25 Simpson & Cul- 
lingford, Gracechurch st 

Wirsox, Nancy, Bradford, Grocer Feb18 Duckworth & Mathers, Bradford 


Wiswixcton-Incram, Jesstz Mania, Winchester March1 Heath & Blenkinsop, War- 


wick 

Woovevrr, Georce, Halewood, Lancs, Farmer Apr 18 Whitaker, Duchy of Lancaster 

Office 

Woopwakrp, Carouixe, Jermyn st, St James’s, Licensed Victualler Mar 16 Rawlings, 
Bishopsgate st Within 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Hastixos, Grorae Woovyatt, Gt Malvern, M.P. Wor- 


staple, Woolstaplers Barnstaple Pet Jan 25 Ord 


cester PetJani4 Ord Jan 2% Jan 25 


Loado Gautte--Futwat, Jan. 2. 
EECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atias, Jone, York, Tailor YorxR Pt Jan® Ord Jan& Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 77 


Lage, Haney, Stourport, Worcs, Commercial Clerk Kid- 
derminster Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 
Lrxsxrit, Feaxcis Wittiam, Leeds, Rag Merchant Leeds | W'!TTS, Broome, Al 


Tuomas, WittiAmM Groroe, West Cowes, I W, Builder 
Newport and ae Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
bourne, Wilts, carrying on no business 
Newbury Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Bese, Heeeees, Croydon, Batches Croydon Pet Jan 2% Moone, Hexey, Chateworth rd, Lower Clapton, Grocer ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 


Ord Jan Dw High Court Pet Jan 26 


ie —a Ord Jan 26 DISMISSING PETITION 
a Runeorn, Journeyman Butcher Warring- | wosuas, Cusnies , Merton, Surrey, Beker Croydon Pet 


Boutros, Axruur Epwarp, Crookham, Hampshire, Gent 


Pasen®@ Orisan& JanS Ordd 

Besoat, Haxexr Wretox, Smiths, Baker Portemouth Jan's Ord Jan % , High Court Pet Nov 26, 1891 Rec Ord Dec 15, 1801 

Paden Zi Orijen Pairs, Jowxs Writsau, Liverpool, Corn Merchant Dis of Pet and Rese of Ree Ord Jan 26 
Beorise, Heese. Soathtrne om Sea, Hants, Coachbuilder t ~~ 4 Rad Jan Wi age 2% Roth P ° 

Pode Pedant Ori jan sx”, Bivery, Kasterton ilta, Carpenter th et Jan x 7 
Cusrues, Becserrs Poewrcs, Bristd, Ber Retailer 2% Ord Jan % FIRST MEETINGS. 

EewtA Pedaenz Ori Janz Portes, Eouvsy, and Joux Lewis, Kidderminster, Carpet Avams; Georges Gopson, Sheffield, Bootmaker Feb 8 at 2 
Consens, Janrs, Lander, Timber Merchant Portemouth Manufacturers Kidderminster Pet Jan 14 Ord ff Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Pet sent Ori sen ZG Jan Z Au. a Joux, York, Tailor Feb Gat 10 Off Rec, York 
Deeeascr, Vervrucn Jvomes, Yarwell. Waretnd, Nor- Yomxurs, Sanver. Beexezen, Mildmay chma, Union court, | Avetiv, Hevny Havetock, late of Leeds, Drysalter Feb 

vankine, Lenton Petertemough Pet San 2 Ord Old Broad st, Financial Agent High Court Ord Hat1 8%, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
4m Z dan 2 Bax, Rowent Hanxensiny, Mountgrove rd, Highbury, 


Roses, Cusecer, Nettingham, SaAdier Nottingham Pet avin Coatiexoe Keuewies Co, Tur, Liverpool, Patent 
Medicine Vendors Liverpool Pet Jani Ord Jan 2 | Bev, Gncnets Newby, Yorks, ( ‘owkeeper Feb 10 at 3 Off 


tent (rt Jan 7 


Builder Feb 9 at 12 34, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


Gomes, iver, Bitten, tatcomer Balitax PAdan tiarwn, Joux, and Joux Paumuey, Accrington, Farmers Hee, Middlesborough 


DB riimas Miackbarn Vet Jan % 


Ord Jan 2% 


Bovpwy, 'Witssam Dawe, Shirland fom Paddington, Com- 


Gearres, Vissm Jmnrn, Yate A Bartorne, Watts. Sarrn, Yowsen Axany, Mrutton ground, Westminster, mercial Clerk FebGatil 33, Carey st, ae 


Travtiee Yaringiam Ye Jen 2 Ord 





' Sn Ret tena, 


- Cora Merchant High Court Pet Jan% Ord Jan 2% 
Fam DB troaway, Hesny, and Wittsan Srvaway, Pilton, Barn- | Solicitor Feb6bat1 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


Buowsine, Cuantes Deanmen, Edgware 1 rd, Hyde pk, 
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CuarmAN, Frepericxk Martin, Pomioel.. Sous Feb 15 at 


12 Law Courts, New rd, Peterboro 
Cutt, Revsen, and Revsex Tomas Cutt, Palmerston 

bidgs, Old Broad st, Brick Merchants Feb 5 at 2.30 

Bankruptcy bld voenay S st, Lingoln’s mn fields 
Davies, Danie, Pinsbac Llanllwni, Carmarthenshire, 

Farmer Feb 6 at 12 SOF Rec, 11, Quay st, 
Daviss, as 7 Swansea, Un 

Of xford st, Swansea 
DURRANCE, — Josuva, Yarwell, Wansford, North- 

amptonshire, —— Feb 15 at 12. 15 Law Courts, 


New rd, Peterboroug’ * 
Fox, Tuomas, Codewaie Wednest , Licensed Victualler 
Feb 11 at 11.30 Off "Rec, Ww; 
GOMERSALL, gente, Halifax, Stationer FebSatil Off 
tivo Att, Joseru, Lincoln, Dairyman Feb 9 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Hew y, "EDWARD Rosesrt. non od ee, Solicitor Feb 13 
at3 Angel Hotel, Chip 
HuckLey, Josern, Wedne. = =— Feb 11 at 11 
Off Rec, Walsall 
K.InGELs, Joun Jacos, Lower Park rd, Peckham, Baker 
Feb 8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Mans1na, Jony, Cross st, Islington, General Dealer Feb 
9at12 33, Care st, Lincoln’s inn 
My a, eee estbourne crescent, Hyde park Feb 
2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Wine, Joun Georaz, Greenheys, Manchester, Gymnastic 
Instructor Feb 5 at 3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 
os Mary E.uex, Chester, Provision Dealer Feb 8 at 
om rs, Chester 
eons LLIAM, Norton le Clay, nr Boroughbri 
Yorks, Innkeeper Feb 8 at 12 Court house, Nort 
allerton 
Ric HARDSON, Josern, Laurence Pountney lane, Manu- 
facturer’s Agent Feb 8 at 1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Sconcia, GIOVANNI Ance1o, Fitzroy sq Feb 10 at 230 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Gnome Joux Cuarces, Low Burnham, Lines, Farmer Feb 
9 at 12.15 Off Rec, 31, Silver st. Lincoln 
Tarran, Anruvr, Kingston upon Hull, Builder Feb 6 at 
li Off ff Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 
eae oe Arruur, Sheffield, Artist Feb 8 at 2.30 Off 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Turvey, Cn ‘ARLES Hewry, Evesham, Boot Maker Feb8 at 
10.30 Off Rec, ‘Worcester 
Ww in, WALTER Wi11,n, Peel pl, Silver st, Kensington, 
Provision Merchant Feb 8 at 11 33, Carey st, 
incoln’s inn 
Watsu, Joun Lawrence, Liverpool, Paint ,.Manufacturer 
Feb 12 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Warrers, Roper, Thirsk, Yorks, Innkeeper Feb Sat 12 
Court House, Northallerton 
Witcuurcs, James, Finsbury Park rd, Corn Merchant 
Feb 8 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Norg.—Re Freperick Grayson, Sheffield The date of 
order for summary administration, published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 24 (Notice of First Meetings), 
as Nov 21 was incorrect, no order for summary admini- 
stration having been made 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Au.an, Jonny, York, Tailor York Pet Jan25 Ord Janvz6 


Sante, Samuve., Wartling, Sussex, | ie Lewes 
Eastbourne Pet Jani13 Ord Jan 27 

Bax, a Hannersiey, Mountgrove rd, Highbury, 
Builder High Court Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 25 

Boorn, Georce ty feel Cheshire, Journeyman Butcher 
Warrington Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Brook, Arraur Wrikixsox, and Tuomas Brownsoy, 
Holmfirth, Yorks, Woollen Cloth Manufacturers Hud- 
derstield ‘Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 27 

CHANDLER, Euiz ABETH, and CHARLES Ricnarp CHANDLER, 

Hastings, Tailors Hastings Pet Dec18 Ord Jan 2) 
Guana, Jons, Derby, Land Agent Derby Pet Jan 9 


eed a oie Landport, Timber Merchant Portsmouth 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Durrance, Freperick Josuva, Yadwell, Wansford, Nor- 
——- —. Dentist Peterborough Pet Jan 25 

1 

Epix, C oa oe etngham, Saddler Nottingham Pet 
Jan 27 Ord Jan 

Huntiey, Ropert EL 10T, Wallsend, ~ ye Surgeon 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet Sept 2 Ord Jan 

Jones, Henry Tuomas, Presteigne, Radnor, Hotel Manager 
Leominster Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 15 

Kine, Tuomas Wixiutam, the younger, and Josern Kiva, 
Southampton, Coal Merchant Southampton Pet Dec 
1 Ord Jan 27 

Lanr, Harry, Stourport, Worcs, Commercial Clerk Kid- 
derminster PetJan 22 Ord Jan 22 

Lerroy, Epowarp Evernn, Kast Clevedon, Somerset, In- 
spector of Agents for an Insurance Co Bristol Pet 
Jan 13 Ord Jan 26 

Lixskini, Francis Wii am, Leeds, Rag Merchant 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Lurr, Gronor, Lime st, Builder 
Ord Jan 27 


Carmarthen 
Feb 8 at 12 


Leeds 


High Court Vet Nov 25 


Canvesren, Groner, Lordship lane, 


Curesguay, Warren Nrautineane, Abbey st, Bermondsey 


Price, Mattuew, Lower Easton, 
Spinner Bristol Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 

Ruopes, SAmvEL a, seat, © Stuff Merchant Brad- 
ford Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 


Smupson, Jou, a youn. ee. Accrington, Farmers 
Blackburn Pet Jan Ord Jan 25 : 

Smirn, Epwarp hy Strutton ground, Westminster, 
Corn Merchant Court Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Srarkey, Josern, Liverpool, Coal Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Jam 11 Ord Jan 26 

Turvey, Cuaries Henry, Evesham, Bootmaker Worcester 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 26 ; é 

West, — Borrett, Stroud, Glos, Wine Agent Glou- 
cester Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 27 

Youna, Bw H , Lanes, Furniture Dealer Bolton 
Pet Dec1 Ord Jan 26 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Dance, James Butter, Winchester, Miller 


Winchest*? 
Adjud April 30, 181 Annul Jan 20 


London Gazetle—Turspay, Feb. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Brown, WALTER, Oxford, Licensed Victualler Oxford 
Pet Jan 29 Jan 

Buxyarp, Tuomas, Ashford, Kent, Nurseryman Canter- 
b Pet Jan 28 an 28 


ae GEORGE, Lordship lane, Camberwell, Green- 
s Manager High P court Pet Jan 29 


Cook, - ae Motham, Plumber Blackburn Pet Jan 


29 Ord Jan 

Davies, ty lane, Bermondsey, Corn Merchant 
High Cor Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Darton, WILi1am, oe Kent, Baker Rochester Pet 
Jan 19 Ord Jan 28 : 

Davis, * CHARLES, yo perm y lronmonger Car- 

marthen Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 

Dawes, Epear (jun), Rye, Sussex, Coal Merchant Hast- 
ings Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 

Dawson, Joun Grorce, Wrekenton, Ratan, Grocer 

Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 19 : 

Dowyroyx, Wituiam, Brixham, oven, ieliemier East 

Stonehouse Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 3 ‘ 

Fen mone Ferran, a ee Land Broker High Court 

Pet Jan 15 Ord Jan 29 

GayLer, WituiaM, Fortess rd, Kentish Town, Draper 
h Court Pet Jané Ord Jan 29 

Grit, Cuartes Joux, Gosport, Butcher Portsmouth Pet 

Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 * 

Grocutt, Epwix, naan, Licensed Victualler Bir- 

Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Hatvorsey, Oxmuna, New Clee, Gt Siete, Smack Owner 

Gt t Grimsby Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 

Houianp, ArTuvr JAMEs, Clerkenwell rd, Tea Merchant 

High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan & 

ft Henry, and Jacos Jacksoy, Newcastle on Tyne, 

r= y dey Manufacturers Newcastleon Tyne Pet Jan 29 


Jones, na Caerhun, Carnarvonshire, Farm Bailiff 

Bangor Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 : 

Kiscnanty Ricuarp Catros, Canterbury, Chaplain of 
H. M.’s Prison Canterbury Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 29 

Makgrort, aoe, Lancaster, Pork Butcher Preston Pet 

Jan27 Ord Jan 30 

McNetuty, Jou, Liverpool, +d Merchant Liver- 

Pool Jan 30 Ord Jan & 

MILLER, Rare Gt te ag "Tailor Gt Grimsby Tet 

Jan Ord Jan 27 

eam eae Asx, Stonehouse, Devon, Grocer East 

Stonehouse Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Muspay, Warrer James, Gosport, Ironmonger 

mouth Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Parkes, Joseru Apams, and Wittiaw Parkes, Walsall, 

Grocers Walsall Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Payroxs, Watrer, Richmond, Surrey, Inventor Wands- 

worth Pet Dec 19 Ond Jan 28 : 

Peacock, Cuarves, Bradford, Worsted Mill Manager 

Bradford Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 20 

Perry, Wittiam Henry, Warwick, Draper Warwick Pet 

Jan 13 Ord Jan 30 

Rayyer, Feaxk Hersert, Kingston upon Hull, formerly 

Licensed Victualler Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 29 

Ord Jan 29 

Siarrorp, Cuar.es, Thornton math, Surrey, Butcher 

Croydon Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 

Syowsat, James, Gateshead, Pa og 

Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Ports- 


Newcastle on Tyne 


Tayiorn, Witiiam, The Pant, nr Oswestry, Salop, 
‘ommission Agent Wrexham Pet Jan 2 Oni 
Jan 25 


Teriow, Tuomas, Manchester, Packing Case Maker Man- 


St George, Glos, Twine 


[Vol. 36.] 
Coorzr, Huyren, 
Feb 9 


Moulsham, Chelinsf 
at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple ck ed Teapie 
avenue 
Dactox, Witu1am, Strood, Kent, Baker Feb 15 at 11.) 
Off igh st, Rochester 
Foster, Hexry gy Pelham st, Mile end New Town. 
Watll 33, st, Lincoln’s inn 
RK, London ‘all’ Builder Feb 12 at iz 
st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
ENNE, er, Butcher Feb 12 at 10 


Hacox, Wiiuiam Craske, Southtown, Great Yarmouth, 
Commercial Clerk Feb 13 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King =t. 


Harpaxer, Asrauam, Manningham, Bradford, Fruiterr 
Feb 12 at 11.30 “On Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Hixpuez, Cuarves, Clovelly mansions, Gray's innrd Feb 

l2at1 33, st, Lincoln’ s inn 
Hvstey, Wittiam Carrow, Cardiff, Cab Proprietor Feb 
10at12 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Issocest, Lewrs WILLIAM, George Hotel, Millwall Lae 
Licensed Victualler’s Cellarman Feb 10 at 12 %, 
st, Lincoln’s inn 


1LL1AM, Grangetown, nr Middlesborough, Coal 
Feb 17 at 3 Off Rec, Middlesborouzh 

, Builder Feb 
Bridze 


Gentry, 


Gititmasx, CHARLES 


a 


Kemp, 
M 


me. Wr1am Sosueny 4 

Oat12.30 2, way @ 

Moorz, Henry, Chatsworth Lower Clapton, (Grocer 
pang FE Bankruptey bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln's 
inn 

Nayior, Atrrep, Kimbolton, Hunts, Grocer Feb 12 at 
11.3¢ Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Nooxax, Jouy, jun, Stoke upon Trent, Clothier Feb 10 at 
11.15 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 


Peacock, CHARLES, Bradford, Worsted Mill Manager 
Feb 12 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Siupsoy, Jony, and Joux ha some, Farmers, 
F atl eg oe Court house, Black 


"m 
Taytor, Wriiiam, The Salen, Comani - 
sion Agent Feb Dat lL 1.30 Pri Priory, Wrexham 


Tuomas, A E J, Cardiff, Wholesale Confectioner Feb il 
at 3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Tuomas, Bde Grorce, West Cowes, I of W, Builder 
Feb 11 at 3 Crown Hotel, High st, Sow 
Tuorstuwaite, Erzayon, Stockton on Tees, Hotel 


eeper Feb17 at3 Off Rec, Middlesborough 
Topp, Joseri, ay bg te en Feb li at 5») 
's st, Manchester 
Tuss, — Sout t Febs ot 3 
Off Ree, Cambridge ie Bich #, Por 
Usuerwoop, Joux Booxer, ay 9 at 


hala Ree, Junction, neh st, Ports- 


Wurte, Jous Harrsnors, Hunslet, Leeds, Foreman Paper- 
maker Feb 12at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Sansnem 0, Sie King’s rd, Camdenrd HighCourt Pet Dre 
4 


Bavyiry, James sieaiiae Leadenhall st, Iron Merchant 

High Court Pet Oct iz Ord Jan 3 

Bsaowx, Water, Oxford, Licensed Victualler Oxford! 

Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 

Buxyarp, Taomas, Ashford, Kent, Nurseryman Canter- 

bury Pet Jan2S OrdJan23 

Bcries, Hexsy, Southbourne on Sea, Hants, Builder Poole 

Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 3 

Carres, Ricnarp Hascovunr, Ashbourne, Derbyshire, Gent 

on Trent Pet Aug 27 Ord Jan 29 

CanraxtEn, ¢ Groner, am, 2 . ee, Se 
grocer’s a Court anw ¢ an? 

Casiss, WALTER &,- 3, Birmingham, Clerk 
in Holy Orders Birmingham Pet Dec Ll Ori Jan 

Cook, Jostpn, Chariton, Hartlebury, W Fares, Wheelwrght 
Kidderminster Pet Dec 1S Ord Jan 6 

Coorsen, Hvyrer, Moulsham, Chelmsford, Hay Dealer 

Chelmsford Pet Jan5 Ori Jan 3 

Dawes, Eneak (jun), Rye, Sussex, Coal Merchant Hast- 

ings Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 

Dowsrox, Wittiam, Brixham, Devon, Sailmaker Bast 

Stonehouse Pet Jan f= Ord, Jan » 

Fox, Tuomas, Leabrook, Wedn y, Licensed Victwaller 

Walsall Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan » 

Gitt, Cnarces Jouy, Gosport, Butcher Portsmouth Pet 

Jan 2 Ord Jan 27 

Gomersatt, Aurrenp, Halifax, Stationer Halifax Pet 

Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Grarrox, Fraycrs Josepn, late of Harborne, Staffs, Oom- 
mercial Traveller Birmingham 





Pet Jan 2 Oni 


> 


an 
Hatvorsey, Oxmunn, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, Smachowner 








chester Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Tuorxnk, W Sxverx, Bounds Green, Edmonton, Licensed | 
Victualler High Court Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 2s | 

Warren, Cuartes, Middleton, Freshwater, | of W, Baker 

Newport and Ryde Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Wurtiocx, Caren, Jolly Butcher's Hill, Wood Green, | 
Clerk to Whellock & Whellock, of Wood Green Edmon- | 

ton PetJan5 Ord Jan 2% 

Worresx, Epwarp, Marshfield, 

Bath Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avaway Brorners, Surbiton, Surrey, Builders 
12.90 24, Railway app, London bridge 


Burien, Hexey, Southbourne on Sea, Hants, Builder Peb 
Yat 12.30 Off Reo , Salisbury 


Glos, Timber Merchant 


feb 12 at 


Camberwell, Green. | 
arocer’s Manager Feb 11 at 2.390) 33, Carey st, Lin- 


coln's inn 








Manrsrone, Jonaruan Ezna, Tibshelf, nr Alfreton, Derby- 
shire, Glothier Derby Pet Dec 17 Ord Jan 26 

Masrens, Winuiam Gronan, Anerley, Surrey, Builder 
Croydon Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 27 

Moore, Henry, Chatsworth rd, Lower Clapton, Grocer 
High Court’ Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Mongayx, ALEXANDER Brooke, Rangoon, Burmah, Colonel 
in H M’s Army High Court May Jan6 Ord Jan 2 

Mownt, Caances Hagerocn, Rotherhithe st, Coal Merchant 
High Court Pet Dec 1! Ord Jan 25 

Orivern, Jaurs McHexny, Tokenhouse bldgs, King's 
Arms yard, Shipbroker ‘High Court Pet Nov 27 Ord 
Jan 26 

Panuu, Geopon Hexny, Birmingham, Journeyinan Butcher 


Birmin; Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 97 


Paw.irs, Soar Wintsam, Liverpool, Corn Merchant Livers | eae —— 


et Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Pike, Siowny. Larterton, Wilts, Carpenter Bath Pet Jan } 
26 Ord Jan 26 ‘ 


Curren, Fase, C “ 


Feb 9 at 2.90 tl Carey st, Lincoln's una 
astle st, Kingsland, Hairdresser Feb 9 
atd Samabridge Junction, High st, Porte 


MAN, Francis Wrouram, Buckland, Hants, Parmer 


Feb 10 at 12.30 Of Reo, Cambridge Junction, High | Paras, = AkD, Hirminghaa, Groce 
Jan 


st, Portsmouth 


Mvenmors, Many Axx, Ste 


Nooxax, Jom, the younger, oaks 


Gt Grimsby Jan 3% Oni Jan 3 

Hixous, Cuarues, Clovelly mansions, Gray's inn ML High 

Court Pet Nov 17 Oni Jan 30 

Huriey, Wriwias Carrow, Cantiff, Cab Proprieter Car 
aif? PetJan 18 Ord Jan » 

Jacxsox, Heyry, and Jacor Jacksex, Neweastle on Tyne, 
Slipper Manufacturers Neweasticeon Tyme Det Jan 2 
Ond Jan 

Joxrs, Moses, Caerhun, Garnarvonshir, Farm RBailitt 
Bangor Pet Jan 2 OndJan 9S 

Mannie, Jonx, Cross st, Istington, General Dealer High 
Court Pet Jan tl Ord Jan & 

Mirien, Avreen, Gt Grimsby, Tailor 
Jan 2 Oni Jan Ww 

Morrece, Wrwias Fawerrt, Rriertield, Lanes, Clot? 

urniey Pet Deco I6 Oni Jan 

Morraam, Crancasd, Stockbridge, Hants, Parmer Sond- 
ampton Pet Nov 19 Ord Jan 2 

mehouse, Devon, Gr Nes 

Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan » 


Gt Guiwsty Pet 


Mexpay, Watrer Jauns, Gosport, Tronmonger Port 


mouth PotJan 38 Ond Jan 2s 
wa Treat, Clothioe 
Stoke apo ‘Treat Pet Jan 3 Ond Jan of 


Ponean, SS Josren Apawa, and Wrorax 5 ~ Waball, 


ine Walsall PetJan® Oni Jan 
i OE We 
BS Unidaa 











Peacock, Caries, Bradford, Worsted Mill Manager 
Bradford Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Rayser, Fraxx Hexsert, Kingston upon Hull, formerly 
=. Victualler Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 29 
an 29 


Suarp, Eowarp Cuimxey, Westbourne pk ersnt, Engineer 
Court Pet Jan9 Ord Jan 30 

Syowsatt, James, Gateshead, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Jan Jan 29 

Srevextos, Frrpericx Riprxetoy, High st, Wanstead, 
— Watchmaker High Court Pet Jan 2 Ord 
an 30 

_ Tavuor, Wiiiia, the Pant, Oswestry, Salop, Commission 
Agent Wrexham Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Trtiow, Tuomas. Manchester, Packing case Maker Man- 
chester Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Warrex, Cuaries, Middleton, ae, zo W, Baker 
Newport and Ryde PetJan27 Ord Jan 28 

Worroxs. Epwarp, Marshfield, Glos, Timber Merchant 
Bath Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

Feb. 10.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsrie.p, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rent, Absolute Re- 
version, and Shares (see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

7. 10.—Atrp. Ricuarps, Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 

— Ground-rents (see advertisement, this 





week, P- 4 
AU letters intended for publication in the 
“Solicitors Journal” must be authenticated 


by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, Double Num- 
bers, and Postage, 53s. WEEKLY REPORTER, 
tn wrapper, 53s. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





26s. 6d. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volumes bound 

at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, | 

5s. 6d. 

ONDON MATRIC., PRELIMINARY 
LAW, &c.—Careful Preparation in Limited Classes, 


Privately and by Post, under a Graduate in Honours.—-For 
list of over 500 successes address H. 





EANT, University Institute, 192, Euston-road, N.W. 
(close to Gower-street). 

SOLICITORS.— Wanted, to Purchase 

FR ap by by young Solicitor, aged 26; country 


highest references.—G. C., care 
of H. Y. WHY Gi Een 15, ” Ardleigh- road, London, N 


SOLICITORS.-—-Wanted, to Purchase 
a Partnership by a young Solicitor; undeniable 


given.—Apply with full particulars to L. 

Gansine, Eo. 28, Rezent-street, W.C. 
SOLICITOR (Honours) of considerable 
4 Bow managing City branch of first-class 
Wi firm, wishes to mect with Appointment 


paar a salary with liberty to Practice; or would assist 
good Ci Sity firm in return for use of office.—A. €. B., 
O Golicitosy’ Journal”  Oftive, 27, Chancery- lane. Ww.c Cc 





Sine ae —A Gentleman commencing 
Practice willinz to advance a few hundred pounds can 
appointed Solicitor to a2 Limited Liability Company, 
and with great prospects. Apply by letter 
to ~+ care of T. Glover, Esq., % and 56, Chancery- 
lane, lentes. 


DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 


(SLATER’S).—The only acknowledged Estab- | 
lishment i ee the Gtty of London (vide press) for Divorce and | 


making secret inquiries by Female and Male Detectives. 
Terms moderate. Consultations free. Telephone No. 
90. Tdegraphic Addrem, “ Distance, London. 
Hesery Statex, Manager. 
21, Basinghall-strect, London, B.C. 
Pz —fucreestul im every case wherein engaged in th 
Divorce Comart for the for the past «ix years. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE eh MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOISTEEST 


, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th- 


To Her Maje 
4 Corporation of London, ke 


RORES FOR GUEEN'* COUNSEL ANU BAKKISTEMS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
c t, amd Clerks of the Peace 
Corporation fokes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 10%. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


| 
Balance-sheet for the half-year ending 31st December last, Branches 





Feb. 6, 1892. 
PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Goutpsmrrus anp Sitversmrrus, 1 Anp 2, GRACECHURCH- -STREET, CoRNHILL, 
Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accuraTsLy appraise the above for the 
LEGAL PROFESSION or PURCHASE the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 

Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 


NATIONAL | REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT COMPANY 
(Instituted 1837). 


For the Parchase of Absolute or Contingent Reversions, Life Interests, and 
Policies of Assurance on Lives. 


OrricE—S3, OLD BROAD STREET, LONDON, E.C. 











RS : 
Deputy-Chairman—AUG. W. GAVESDEN, Esq. 
Tew, Percy, Esq. 
Poxsoxsy, The Hon. Cc. W. Lay Ww., Esq. 
Scappinc, WALTER, Esq. WILpE, Exsest J., Esq. 
Solicitors—Messrs. ILIFFE, amass LEY, & SWEET, Bedford-row. 


Chairman—A. P. HEYWOOD TAEDALS, Esq. 
146, Epwarp F., 


Forms for submitting Preeti | for Sale may yt obtained at. y Offices of the Company. 
mS RENDAL L, Sucertany. 





1 ONDON and COUNTY ‘BANKING | | By Metropolitan and other 
4 


> Corporation Stocks 
: COMPANY (Limited). Debenture Bonds, English 
Established in 1836, and registered in 1880 under “ The Railway Debenture Stock 
Companies Acts, 1862 to 1879.” and Colonial Bonds . 1,196,521 9 2 
Capital, £8,000,000, in 100,000 Shares of £80 each. By Other Securities . __ 19,78 a 551,996 4 11 


REPORT adopted at the Annual General Meeting, the By Discounted Bills Cur- 
ith February, 1892. rent 

WILLIAM Mi KEWAN, Esq., in the Chair. | By Advances to Customers 

The Directors, in submitting to the Proprietors the | at the Head Office and 

eee ®t ama 1 


11,547,382 1 3 


have to report that, after paying interest to customers and Sy aOR ee 
all charges, making provision for bad and doubtful debts, ! By Liabilities of Customers 
and allowing £50,682 7s. 7d. for rebate on bills not due, the ; for Draftsaccepted by the - - 
net profits amount to £217,239 10s. 7d. This sum, addedto | _ Bank (as per Contra) . 2,710,071 2 
£84,220 5s. 5d., the balance brought forward from last | By Freehold Premises in 
account, produces a total of £301,459 16s. ‘Lombard Street and 

The Directors recommend the yment Sf a Dividend of Nicholas Lane, Freehold 
11 per cent. for the half-year, which will absorb £220,000. and Leasehold Property 
This will leave a balance of £81,45916s. to be carried for- | «t the Branches, with 
ward to Profit and Loss New Account. The present Divi- Fixtures and Fittings 


? 


479,855 18 3 

de added to t id to ; ‘ cent. pimiagiin = 

a oo — paid to 30th June, makes 22 per smauies ts 
The Directors retiring by rotation are William rton Prorit axp Loss Account. 

Hubbard, Esq., Norman. George Lampson, Esq., and James | Dr. £ s. d 

| Duncan Thomson, Exsq., who, being eligible, offer them- | To Interest paid to Customers 92,975 14 1 





selves for re-election. To Salaries and all other Expenses at Head 
The Directors much regret having to report the death of Office and Branches, including Income 
Mr. Richard Hinds Swaine, one of the Auditors. Tax on Profits and Salaries 214,034 12 
The Dividend, £2 4s. per share, free of Income Tax, will | To Rebate on Bills not due, carried to New 
| be payable at the Head Office, or at any of the Branches, Account ; 50,682 7 7 
| on or after Monday, 15th February. To Dividend, 11 per cent. 
| Batasce Sueer or tHe Loxpox axp Cousty Bankine for the Half-year £220,000 0 0 
| Compasy (Liwrrep), 3lst Decemper, 1891. To Balance carried forward 81,459 16 0 ‘ 
Dr. £ a ae £ s. d. a 301,459 16 0 
To Capital subscribed, pa 2 GET 
£8,000, 000 aid up £2,000,000 0 0 £659,152 9 11 
To Reserve Fund 1,000,000 0 0 Cr. £ s. d. 
To Due by the Bank on By senen brought forward from last Ac- - n 
Current Accounts, on 84,220 5 5 
<it Accounts, with | By lt Profit for the Half-year, afte: 
Interest accrued, Circular ‘making provision for bad and doubtful 
Notes, &c. 34,781,906 10 10 debts, and including rebate, £50,487 7 ; 
To Liabilities on Accept- brought from 30th June last.............. 574,932 4 6 


ances, covered by Cash oa 7 
or Securities or Bankers’ £650,152 9 11 


Guarantees 2,710,074 Examined and audited by us, 


nN 
o 





To Rebate on Bills not due Signed) . A. JONES, Audit 
carried to next Account 50,682 7 7 NORMAN G. LAMPSON, ! Committe¢ 
To Profit and Loss Balance { W. McKEWAN, § of Directors. 
brought from last Account 54,220 5 5 W. HOWARD, ) Joint 
To Net Profit for the Half- JAB. GRAY, H General 
year, after making provi- J. B. JAMES, Managers. 
sion for bad and doubtful JAS. GRAY, Chief Accountant. 
debts 217,239 10 7 London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
- 91,150 16 0 15th January, 1892. 


N.B.— The Baring Guarantee of £750,000 


ix not ‘luded the above liabilities. 
ee the Bank of England, the Stocks there registered, and the 


£10,844,122 16 10 | other investments of the Bank. I have also examined 


, the several Books and Vouchers showing the Cash Balances, 
Ct £ s. d. £ +. 4.! Bills, and other amounts set forth, the whole of which are 

By Cash at the Head Office 
and Branches, and with 


| ,, Bank of England 1,62,822 14 3 drawn up, and exhibit a true and correct view of the Com- 
By Loans at Call and at | pany’s aMfairs as shown by the books of the company. 
Notice, covered by Se- | (Signed) HENRY GUNN, Auditor.” 


erarities 3,245,982 2 6 London and C orunty Banking Company (Limited), 


8,108,804 16 9 ob Seniaes 


. Invextments, viz. | * Mr. Swaine, oil o the A ote died on the 4th January, 
By Coneol« (2] per Cent.) | and Mr. Norman, the other Auditor, is absent from 
recisteved and in Certifi- | illness 


caten, aml New 2) per 
Conte. £5 47 ON 7e11d 
Canatia i per Cent 
Hema Egyptian 


4 per Cent. Bonds Guar- 


antes’ by the British | Office Lombord-street, or at any of the Company's 
Goverminett* 6A AIS 6 7 rons Mang on or after Monday, the 16th inst™By order of 
By Indie Gv ernment Stock the Board, 
| and Debentures, and } w. WOW ARD, ) Joint 
| Indie Government Cruar- qae. General 
antee’d Kailway Deben- J. brevis 5, j Managers 
tures and Stock WHAT 4 9 21, Lombard-street, 6th FPL... 180%. 





1 have examined the foregoing Bualance-sheet, and 
Profit and Loss Account, have verified the Cash Balance at 


correctly stated; and I am of opinion this Balance-sheet 
and Profit and Lows Account are full and fair, poperty 
oO 


| ONDON and COUNTY BANKING 
4 COMPANY (Limited).—Notice is hereby given, that 

> a DIVIDEND on the capital of the Company at the rate of 
Cent. Womds, and Turkish 11 per cent. for the half-year ending 3ist December, 1391 
will be 7 ABLE to the Proprietors, either at the Head 


by 
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